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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE ARE GLAD TO LEARN that Vice-Chancellor Mains is, 


‘in the opinion of his medical attendants, progressing as 


favourably as possible, The attack of the learned Vice- 
Chancellor was nothing like so serious as was at first 
reported, 





Inis unperstoop that the Benchers of three of the 
“Ynns of Court have come to a resolution in favour of 
altering the regulations for call to the Bar, so as to 
enable solicitors to be called after the lapse of one year 
instead of three years as at present. 





ARRANGEMENTS, ARE IN PROGRESS for establishing 
printing-office in the Royal Courta of Justice for 
purpose of doing the Government printing required in 
connection with the courts and legal offices, 





Ix conszavence of the death of the eldest son of 
Lord Justice Corton the arrangements for the si of 
the Court of Appeal at Lincoln’s-inn this week 
been disarranged, and it is now understood that Lord 
Justice Brerr will sit with the Court of Appeal at 
Westminster for a fortnight longer at least. 





WE cnpDERsTAND that the Procedure Committee have 
resolved to recommend the abolition of pleadings in 
certain classes of cases. Among other changes which 
are likely to be recommended are the restriction of the 
employment of counsel at judges’ chambers, and a 
diminution in the number of assizes from four to three 
a year, at all of which civil causes shall be taken, 





Tue Howse or Lorps has during the present session 
sat on thirty days, yesterday being the thirtieth, and 
therefore the recent Order in Council which consolidates 
the common law divisions comes into operation to-day 
(Saturday). Newrules respecting the re-arrangement of 
the several offices of the abolished divisions will be neces- 
sary, but thest will be conveniently embodied in the rules 
which will result from the deliberations of the Procedure 
Committee and the Committee of Judges. 





An rncmenT in every way to be deeply regretted has 
culminated in the publication of the following para- 
graph in the daily papers:—‘‘ We understand that the 
suggestions on legal procedure, &c., which were pub- 
lished on the 15th of February as having been sent to 
the Committee now sitting to consider that subject, were 
sent back immediately on the 17th to the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society without being laid before the 
Committee.” The Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society cannot be congratulated on skill or tact shown in 
the use of language capable of being construed)ascon- 
veying a grave imputation on the other branch of the 
legal profession, when they ‘‘ had no intention of bri 
any accusation against the Bar or any member of it” ; 
nor can the language in which the Procedure Committee 
have announced their rejection of suggestions, many of 
which are of great practical value, be said to be dignified 
or becoming. 





OnE OF THE CHANGES resulting from the consolida- 
tion of the common law divisions will be the transfer 
to the Queen’ Bench Division of the Suaitors’ 
Funds of the Common Pleas and Exchequer Divi- 
sions, According to the last returns the Suitors’ 
Fund in the Queen’s Bench Division amounted to 
£35,788 2s. 6d., that in the Common Pleas Division 
to £30,874 4s. 9d., and that in the Exchequer Division 
to $47,452 16s. 1d. The total amount of the Suitors’ 
Fund in the Queen’s Bench Division will, therefore, be 
pin 3s. 4d. It is obvious that the extra duty which 

ent of this fund will entail when it is 
prides owe over (as it is likely to be) to the 
Chancery Paymaster, will be but small when comparec 
with the duty of managing the seventy-seven millions 
already in his hands, 


In connzerton with the transfer of the Suitors’ Fama 
of the Queen’s Bench Division, and 


g 
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are being made whereby the Bank of England shall be 
accommodated in the Royal Courts of Justice with 
sufficient space to transact there all its business of re- 
ceiving and paying suitors’ money. For many years 
there has existed in connection with the office of the 
Chancery Paymaster, an office which, in effect, was a 
branch of the Bank of England, but this was only an 
office for cashing chancery cheques, and it was not 


possible at this office to pay money into eourt. Money 


paid into court in the Chancery Division has now to be 
taken into the City; and though the operation is easily 
transacted through a banker, yet, when time presses, the 
journey from Lincoln’s-inn to the bank causes trouble 
and delay. It not unfrequently happens that a 
plaintiff is called upon to give security for costs by 
paying money into court, which he may do “ upon re- 
quest ” without the necessity of carrying in an order for 
the purpose, and in such a case the journey makes a 
material difference when three o’clock is near at hand. 
This is only one of many instances which might 
be adduced to show how much more convenient it will 
be for practitioners and suitors when the payment of 
money into court, and the receipt of money out of court, 
can be effected in adjoining offices. 





WE azz Nor surPRiseD to learn from the reply of the 
Attorney-General for Ireland to the question of Mr. 
Morean Lioyn, that Mr. Parnetu’s suggestion that an 
evicted tenant should, before the expiration of his notice 
to quit, render the land in his occupation useless by 
ploughing it up, has been under the consideration of the 
Government. Assuming that the land ploughed up is 
pasture land, and mainly valuable as such, the act of 
ploughing seems to fall within section 51 of the Malicious 
Injuries Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vict. c. 97), which pro- 
vides that “‘ whosoever shall unlawfully and maliciously 
commit any damage, injury, or spoil to or upon any real 
or personal property, either of a public or private nature, 
for which no punishment is hereinbefore provided, the 
damage, ipjury, or spoil being to an amount exceed- 
ing £5, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor,” and 
liable to imprisonment for a term not exceeding 
two years, with or without hard labour, while ‘‘in case 
any such offence shall be committed between the 
hours of nine'of the clock in the evening and six of 
the clock in the next morning,” the sentence may be 
penal servitude for not less than five years. Again, by 
section 59, ‘‘ every provision of this Act not hereinbefore 
£0 applied shall apply to every person who, with intent 
to injure or defraud any other person, shall do any of the 
acts hereinbefore made penal, although the offender shall 
be in possession of the property against or in respect 
of which the act shall be done.” Mr. Parnell’s recent 
recantation of his advice is not unwise, since section 8 of 
the Accessories Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vict. c. 94) enacts 
that “ whosoever shall aid, abet, counsel, or procure the 
commission of a misdemeanor, . . . shall be liable 
to be tried, indicted, and punished as a princi pal 
offender.” . 








Tuz rxorosa, by the Government to reduce the 
strength of the Supreme Court in Scotland by two judges 
has led to an interesting discussion in the Scoteman upon 
the entire judicial system of that country. Legal busi- 
ness is concentrated at Edinburgh to a far greater extent 
than at London; bat, at the same time, the local courts 
of the sheriffs possess both a larger and a more inde- 
pendent jurisdiction than our county courte. The 
sheriff courte, though undoubtedly efficient, are consti- 
tuted in a manner that is unintelligible to an English 
observer. They are com of a sherifft-substitute, 
who performs nearly all the work, and of a sheriff. 
principal, who may practise before the Supreme Court, 
and whose chief duty consists in hearing from 
hie substitute. The entire abolition of sheriffs- 





principal, whose salaries demand £16,000 a year, is » 
reform that has often been urged. It is now suggested, 
as a complement to this reform, that appeals should be- 
taken direct from the sheriffs-substitute to the Supreme- 
Court, by which means. work would be found, at no 
increase of cost to the country, for the two judges whom 
it is proposed to abolish, and the local and centraD 
jurisdictions would be brought into closer connection. 
The Scotch are fond of holding up their judicial system 
as a model to us; and no doubt we have much to learm 
from them, especially in matters of procedure. But in 
this case, as well as in the additional suggestion that 
the judges of the Supreme Court should hear civil 
causes on their criminal circuits, England supplies- 
an example which Scotland may well be content to- 
follow. 





Barnarp’s Inn, which is stated to have been recently 
sold, was one of the ancient Inns of Chancery. From 
the evidence given in 1854 before the Royal Commission: 
on the Inns of Court and Chancery it appears that very 
little is known of the history of the society. The 
treasurer and secretary of the Inn then deposed that its 
books were three hundred years old, and that it. 
held its property under a lease renewable every four- 
teen years at a fine of £1,400. There were never 
any students at the Inn, although about two hundred 
years ago a reader occasionally came from Gray’s Inn, 
to which society Barnard’s Inn was originally attached ;. 
and the library, which consisted of ‘‘a few old books: 
that were of no use’’ has been sold. In 1854- 
the rents payable to the society amounted to 
£1,000 a year, and the society consisted of 
a Principal, five Ancients, and nine Companions. 
The Companions appear to be chosen by the Principab 
and Ancients, and in 2. v. The Principal and Ancients 
of Barnard’s Inn (5 A. & E.), the Court of Queen’s 
Bench discharged a rule fora mandamus to admit Mr. 
Wittiam GresHam, a solicitor, as a member of the 
society, on the ground that the court had no authority 
over a voluntary society. The advantage of being & 
Companion was stated to be “the dining,” and the ad- 
vantage of being an Ancient, “dinners and some little 
fees.’ The dinner in hall was described as ‘a kind of 
couvivial perty.” 





Tue curious case of In re Copp, reported in our last: 
week’s issue (29 W. R. 336)—in which a Master and a 
Judge and a Divisional Court successively held that the 
36th section of the County Court Act, 1856, which fixes- 
a limit to costs as between solicitor and client in actions 
where not more than £20 is claimed, applies to actions 
brought in the High Court—was on Friday last reversed 
by the Court of Appeal. The material words of the 
section are: ‘‘ Where in any action the debt claimed: 
does not exceed £20, an attorney shall not be entitled to: 
recover from his client any further costs’’ than those 
mentioned in the County Court Act, 1846, s, 91, “ unless 
upon taxation of costs the registrar be satisfied, by writ- 
ing under the hand of the client, that he has agreed to 
pay” further costs, in which case the registrar may allow 
the costs agreed to be paid. An action in which less 
than £20 had been claimed having been brought in the 
High Court, and the plaintiff, after judgment recovered 
but not satisfied, having applied for taxation of costs, the 
master taxed on the county court scale, allowing the 
solicitor, as per section 91 of the County Court Act, 1846,, 
one pound three shillings and sixpence for counsel's fee, 
&c, The point of law was at once taken on behalf of 
the solicitor that the County Court Acts had no applica- 
tion to the case upon the construction of section 36 of 
the Act of 1856, The words “‘any action,” of course,. 
grammatically, include an action in the High Court, and 
it was argued not without force, and before three tribunals 
with success, that there was not only nothingin the context. 
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to deprive the words of their grammatical meaning, but 
that the context pointed the other way, inasmuch as in 
the sections preceding the 36th, “‘ county court ” actions 
were dealt with eo nomine. But the Court of Appeal, 
unanimously and unhesitatingly, declined to accede to 
this argument, pointing out that the use of the word 
** registrar” showed that a county court action, and a 
county court action only, was intended to be dealt with. 
Counting the judicial minda which have been exercised 
upon this question—which has so oddly slumbered for 
twenty-four years—we have four for the client and three 
for the solicitor. On the whole, we imagine the three to 
be in the right, especially as in Re Worth (reported ante, 
p. 297) Jessezr, M.R., upon a consideration of other 
enactments in part materia, has come to a similar con- 
clusion. But why should not ‘‘if the taxation should be 
in a county court’ be read in after “‘ registrar,” with as 
equal facility as the Court of Appeal has read in “in a 
county court” after “in any action” ? 





“How Do THESE THINGS get into the papers ?” asked an 
eminent literary character of a laudatory notice of his dra- 
matic performances. Some of the subjects of noticesin a 
weekly contemporary under the title “‘ Coming Men ” may 
possibly ask the same question. Oneof the latest of these 
subjects is a gentleman of the junior bar of whom we 
would speak with every respect—-indeed how could we do 
otherwise when, according to his biographer, “ a pure and 
forcible literary style” is joined to English diction 
“ notable for its lucidity, elegant simplicity, and idiomatic 
crispness,” and a legal mind which has not merely “a 
grasp of abstract principles, but a capacity for discerning 
the principles that are embodied in a case” ? When to 
this it is added that this gentleman’s ‘‘ opinions are never 
misleading”; that he is ‘caustic, humorous, and can, 
when the occasion arises, be florid, and carry the jury by 
storm’; and that he has a small farm in ——shire, we 
wonder, not that he is, according to the writer, to be the 
inevitable successor of Mr. C. Russert, Q.C., and Mr. 
Benyamin, Q.C., in commercial cases when those 
gentlemen retire from the bar, but that they 
have not yet yielded place to this rising 
junior, whose merits are dwelt on in terms of 
hyperbole of which the specimens we have culled give 
but a faint idea. Of course, as a “Uoming Man,” the 
gentleman in question must not be looked for yet among 
the ranks of those who have made their mark as leading 
juniors, but let them look to their laurels, “a chiel’s 
amang ye,” not ‘‘taking notes,” yet having notes 
taken of him, and published apparently in all seriousness, 
and not in burlesque, as one might at first sight suppose. 
The writer of this panegyric makes the following re- 
mark:—“ The solicitors, the expert judges of the 
capacity of counsel, are perfectly uware of the ability 
of Coming Men.” We are tempted to ask why, if the 
writer believed this, he took the trouble to pen this out- 
rageous puff? And we would suggest to him, in the 
interests of his “subject,” that, in biography, as in 
causes, there is such a thing as overstating a case, with 
a result not unfrequently disastrous to the cause advo- 
cated. 





“A Soxicrror” has done good service in calling atten- 
tion this week to a case of Storey v. The London and 
Lancashire Fire Insurance Company, before the Court 
of Appeal, in which a condition was inserted in a 
fire-policy that, ‘if any difference shal at any time 
arise between the company and the insured, or any 
claimant under this policy, as to the amount of any loss 
or damage by fire (and ne fraud be alleged), every such 
difference as and when the same arises shall be re- 
ferred to arbitration, . . . and this condition shall 
be deemed and taken to be an agreement to refer as 
aforesaid, and it is hereby expressly stipulated and 


declared that the obtaining of such an award 
- «.. shall be a condition precedent to the liability 
or obligation of the company to pay or satisfy 
any claim ander this ‘policy for loss or damage 
in respect of which any such difference may have 
arisen, and to the enforcement of any such claim.” 
This condition was held to mean that if the in- 

surance company are liable, and do not dispute the 
amount claimed, they will pay it; that if the 
company are liable and do dispute the amount 

claimed, they will pay an amount to be ascertained by 
arbitration, but until that amount was ascertained there 

would be no liavility on the part of the company. It is 

stated that most of the fire insurance companies have of 

late inserted in their policies a clause requiring claimants 
to resort to arbitration (each party paying his own costs 
of the arbitration). The result is that unless the claim is 
large the cost of the arbitration will probably swallow up 

the amount claimed, so the insurance company can offer 
any trifling sum in satisfaction, with a good prospect of its 
being accepted. There will be need by. and by ofa 

Court of Insurance Commissioners, to protect the public 
from the new conditions which the companies are always 

inserting in their policies. 


THE LONG WRANGLE in Committee over the provisions 
of the Protection of Person and Property (Ireland) Bill 
did not result in any material changes in the form of the 
measure, except the insertion in the 2nd section of a pro- 
vision, in case of the arrest of a member of Parliament, 
for the immediate communivation of the fact to the 
House of which he is a member, as is done in the 
case of a member arrested on a criminal charge. On 
Tuesday night, however, upon the consideration of the. 
Bill in its amended form, Mr. Forster agreed to several 
modifications. The retrospective operation of the Act is 
to be limited to the 30th of September last, and in the 
event of an arrest on suspicion of any crime other than 
high treason, treason felony, or treasonable practices, the 
warrant is to state the character of the crime, and a 
copy of the warrant is to be given to every person ar- 
rested. Mr. Forstsr also promised to add a clause pro- 
viding for the grant of out-door relief to the families of 
persons arrested under the Act, as well as a provision 
that, at the end of three months after the arrest of any 
person, and of every three months during his detention, 
the Lord-Lieutenant shall consider his case and decide 
thereon, his decision to becertified by the Lord- Lieutenant 
or Chief Secretary, and to be indorsed on the copy of 
the warrant filed in the office. 








The President of the Incorporated Law Society, and 
some other members of the council, last week wai 


to explain the views of the society on various alterations 
in the law and practice of bankruptcy which he has in 
eontemplation. The interview lasted for upwards of an 
hour, and numerous points of importance were ex~ 
haustively discussed, and Mr. Chamberlain desired that 
the council would furnish him with suggestions for his 
guidance in regard to certain matters as to which he 
wished to ascertain their views. : 

In the Queen’s Bench Division, last week, after the j 
in the case of Fowke v. Downs had returned a verdict for 
defendant, and Lord Coleridge had condemned the 
to pay the costs, the latter, turning to the bench 
dressing the Lord Chief Justice, cried out in an excited 
“T have been swindled and you are the cause. You are 
fit to sit on that bench.” Amid painful sensation 
Lord Coleridge ordered the man's arrest, Inspector 
of the House of Commons, was sent for, a warrant 
mediately made out, and the prisoner conveyed ia & 


uit Hat 








Nowgate. 
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THE CONVEYANCING BILL. 
es 


Tue Conveyancing and Law of ——e Bill has, now’ |. 
passed the House of Lords, and, in all probability, 


will become law this session. There are comparatively: 
few conveyancing transactions which it will not affect, 


and it is, therefore, important that its. provisions 
should receive the speedy and careful attention of the 
profession. We propose to consider first the clauses 
relating to sales. These, in the first place, extend the 
provisions of section 2 of the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 
1874. “If and so far as a contrary intention is not ex- 

in the contract for sale,” in the case of sales 
made after the commencement of the Act [the clause. is 
expressly restricted to titles and purchasers in “sales” 
properly so called], certain conditions of sale are to be 
implied. These conditions relate to, first, the non-pro- 
duction of the title to the leasehold reversion under a 
contract to sell and assign a sub-lease. The case of acon- 
tract to grant a sub-lease is afterwards. similarly dealt 
with under the head of leases (clause 17). The omission 
of this restriction from rule 1 of section 2 of the Act. of 
1874 was an oversight, and the new provision is entirely 
in accordance with praetice. Secondly, the purchaser of 
enfranchised copyholds is restricted from calling 
for the title to make the enfranchisement. This 
provision can hardly have any very extensive operation, 
as we have always imagined that where an enfranchise- 
ment bas been effected under the General Enfranchise- 
ment Act, it is unnecessary to show the title of the lord. 
It was expressly decided by the late Master of the Rolls 
in Kerr v. Pawson (6 W. R. 447, 25 Beav. 394), that 
under the Copyhold Enfranchisement Act, 1852, a good 
title to the lands enfranchised may be made without any 
proof of the lord’s title. The next condition to be im- 
plied is an unusually stringent condition against the 
produetion or investigation of title before the time pre- 
seribed by law or stipulated for commencement of the 
title. The purchaser is not to require the production of 
any deed, will, or other document, dated or made before 
that time, ‘“‘even though it creates a power subsequently 


* exercised by an instrument abstracted in the abstract.” 


He is also to assume, unless the contrary appears, that 
the recitals contained in the abstracted instruments of 
any document forming part of the prior title are correct, 
and give all the material contents of the document so 
recited, and that every document so recited was duly 
executed by all necessary parties, “‘ and: perfected, if, and 
as required, by fine, recovery, acknowledgment, | in- 
rolment, or otherwise.” ‘We have next the condition 
which a singularly superstitious belief in the efficacy of 
the receipt of rent as waiver of forfeiture for breaches of 
covenant has rendered universal on the sale of leaseholds 
_ ~~that the receipt for the last payment of rent shall be 
* ‘be conclusive evidence of the performance of the 
covenants in the lease. This clause has been amended 
by the addition of the words we suggested when the Bill 
last appeared in Parliament, so as to make the receipt 
which is to be produced the last receipt before the actual 
completion of the purchase. The next condition relates 
to the costs of production and inspection of documents, 
&e. This has been amended with reference to a criticism 
we ventured to make last year, but we do not think very 
suveessfnlly. It is still open to the objection that under 
its terms it may be contended that copies of, or extracts 
from, documents not to be handed to the purchaser 
are to be furnished before compldion at the cost 
of the vendor. It is provided, first, that the costs 
of copies of, or extracts from, documents not in 
the vendor's are to be borne by the 


possession 
purchaser, and it is then added, “where the vendor 
rdaing posession of any document, the expenses 
of making any copy thereof, attested or unattested, 
which 2 purchaser requires to be delivered to him, 
borne by that purchaser.” It appears to 


shall be borne 





-us that this provision would. be held to refer exclusively 
TS caine aiid tor by the purchaser on completion, and 
‘not to extracts from documents asked for in the course 


‘of the investigation of the title. A few words should 


be. added to make the meaning clear. The last condi- 
tion is the ordinary one, restricting the purchaser of two 
or.more lots held under the same title from requiring 
more than one abstract, except at his expense. 

The next. clause proposes to provide that, ‘‘ where at 
the death of any person there is subsisting a contract 
enforceable t his heir or devisee, for the sale of 
the fee simple:or other freehold interest, descendible to 
his heirs general, in any land, his personal representa- 
tives shall, by virtue of this Act, have power to convey 
the land for all the estate and interest vested 
in him-at his. death, in any manner proper for giving 
effect to the contract,” but the conveyance is not 
to affect the beneficial rights of any devisee, heir, or 
next of kin of a testator or intestate. Having regard to 
the fate of section 4 of the Act of 1874, it is not very 
likely that this power will be extensively used. It is not 
probable that the personal representative will be very 
ready-to take upon himself to decide whether a contract 
is or is not ‘‘ enforceable against the heir or devisee,” or 
what is the “ manner proper for giving effect to the con- 
tract.” 

Clause 5 is repeated unaltered from last year’s Bill, 
It provides that, ‘‘ where the solicitor of a purchaser 
finds that the title shown to the property purchased has 
been previously. investigated and accepted on behalf of a 
purchaser through whom the title is deduced, it is hereby 
declared to be in the discretion of the solicitor to dispense 
with further examination or investigation of the title so 
previously investigated and accepted; and a solicitor so 
dispensing:shall not be answerable in respect of any loss 
that may arise thereby. Where the solicitor is acting 
for trustees, executors, or other personsin a fiduciary 
position, those persons also shall not be answerable as 
aforesaid.” This clearly will not do. If the clause is 

as it now stands, every solicitor who dispenses 
with the further examination or investigation of title, on 
the ground that it has been previously investigated and 
accepted, will have to prove that the title was previously 
investigated. Suppose the prior owner bought under 
conditions cutting down his right to investigate to the 
conveyance to such purchaser, is that an “ investigation” 
which would, enable:a solicitor to dispense with any in- 
vestigation of the title? Clearly not, for the clause only 
provides that the solicitor may dispense with further ex- 
amination or investigation ‘of the title so previously 
investigated and accepted. ’’—that is to say, the solicitor, 
in the case we have put, may dispense with further in- 
vestigation of the conveyance to the purchaser, but he 
will. be liable to his client if he omits to investigate any 
earlier or other title which he may be allowed by the 
conditions of sale to investigate. See what a snare is 
here laid for unwary practitioners, and see also how 
useless the provision wil! be. Before the solicitor can 
dispense with further investigation, he must satisfy him- 
self what part of the title has been investigated; he 
cannot do this without being fufnished with the contract 
of sale and abstract and requisitions on the former pur- 
chase, and he will have to examine the abstract to see 
how far it covers the grouad of the*present title. More- 
over, a solicitor who dispenses with further examination 
of title will have to carefully preserve evidence of the 
fact that the title was previously investigated, 

The next clauses relating to searches appear to have 
been left in the Bill without considering the fact that 
since if was drafted it has been provided by Rules, 
April, 1880, rule 48, that searches and certificates of 
search shall be made on a request in writing by the re- 
gistrars of certificates of acknowledgment and of judg- 
ments. General rules are to be made under the clause, 
prescribing forms and contents of requisitions and 
certificates, It is provided that “where a solicitur 
obtains an office-copy certificate of result of 
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ander this section, he shall not be answerable in respect | 
-of any loss which may arise from error in the certifi- 








OONSIDERATION FOR BILL OF 
SALE. 


“Tux. recent affirmance by the Court of Appeal of the 
decision of Pollock, B., in Credit Company v. Putt (29 
W. R.. 326), will remove much difficulty in construing 
‘the section of the Bills of Sale Act, 1378, which provides 
that “every bill of sale to which this Act applies . . . 
-shall set forth the consideration for which such bill of 
-gale-was given.” The facts in that case were as follows: 
—The bill of sale recited that the plaintiffs had agreed 
‘to lend the grantor the sum of £7,350, that he was 
already indebted to them, and that it had been agreed 
‘that he should execute the bill of sale as a security for 
the repayment of the said sum, with interest, The bill 
of sale then witnessed that, in pursuance of the agree- 
ment and in consideration of £7,350 paid by the plain- 
tiffs to the grantor, he assigned the goods mentioned 
therein to the plaintiffs. No money actually passed 
‘between the parties, but the sum of £7,350 was the 
‘balance due to the plaintiffs in respect of advances 
made by them from time to time to the grantor. The 
question was whether the consideration was properly 
set forth. The general principle to be applied to 
the construction of this section was laid down in Hx 
parte The National Bank, In re Haynes (28 W. R. 399, 
L. R. 15 Ch. D. 42), where Lord Justice James said 
that “‘ the Act requiring the real, the actual, considera- 
tion to be set forth, does not require that any bargain 
between the parties relating to it should be stated. Of 
-course, if there was a bargain that the whole sum which 
is stated to be the consideration should be at once re- 
turned to the grantee, that would be a sham transaction, 
and the court would know how to deal with it. But 
‘when there is a bargain that a part of the sum stated to 
be advanced shall be applied in the payment of a real 
-debt due at the time from the grantor to the grantee, 
there is no reason for calling that a sham transaction, or 
for holding that the Act applies toit. . . . In my 
~view the real consideration as between the grantor 
and the grantee—the consideration which would 
have been properly stated in the deed if the Act 
had not been passed —is the consideration which 
ought now to be stated in the bill of sale.’ 
In that case an antecedent debt was satisfied out of a new 
advance, the grantor handing back £550, out of £2,050, 
‘to pay off previous liabilities to the grantees. In Credit 
Company v. Pott ro money was handed over, but in 
other respects the transaction was similar, and the Court 
of Appeal held that the decision must be the same. 
As Lord Justice Brett said, it is sufficient if the state- 
ment of facts is accurate as to their legal effect or as to 
their mercantile and business effect, although the facts 
themselves are not accurately stated. “It was agreed 
‘between the parties that a certain security, although 
‘dt might have been demanded at once, should be 
held over until demand had been made in writing, 
and that arrangement was carried out by the bill 
-of sale. The legal effect of that was that the old debt 
was wiped out, and a new debt established—in other 
words, that a new debt was incurred, and an agreement 
‘for valid consideration was entered into that that debt 
should not be payable till after a demand in writing had 
been made. There was a new debt upon new terms. It 
‘was the same thing as if the money had been handed to 
‘the creditor, and immediately handed back by him on 
the new terms agreed upon. The legal effect. was get- 
ting rid of the old advance and establishing « new loan; 
‘that was also the mercantile and business effect, so that 
the money said to be advanced under the bill of sale 
‘was as much advanced as if cash had passed between the 
parties, and therefore the consideration was truly de- 
acribed in the bill of sale.” 





RECENT DECISIONS. 


IN. RE. ROOSE, EVANS. v.. WILLIAMSON, 
M.LR., 29; W. R. 230. 

The question here was as to whether under a bequest 
of “ farming stock” growing crops will pass. The point 
is one on which much doubt has been felt, and. the 
decisions have been conflicting. The first case in 
which it arose appears to have been Cox v. Godsalve, 
which is reported in a note at p. 604 of 6 East., from a 
MS. of Lord Holt. There:the bequest was of “all my 
goods and chattels, . . . stockofmyfarms, . . . 
and all other. my moveables whatsoever,” and it was held 
by Lord Holt that growing corn passed under the bequest. 
In West v. Moore (8 East. 335), under a bequest of 
“stock upon my farm, with the implements of husbandry, 
and all that my personal estate of what nature oz kind 
soever,” Lord Hilenborough held that growing crops of 
corn were included in the bequest, although he said that, 
but for Cox v. Godsalve, he “should have been more 
inclined to think that ‘ stock on the farm,’ meant move- 
able stock ;’ but, he added, “a construction having: been 
once put upon these words, the question is now con- 
cluded.” In Blake v. Gibbs (reported 5 Russ. 12, note), 
Lord Gifford, M.R., adopted the same view, saying 
that “the two cases which have been cited prove 
that the implements are part of the stock, and 
will pass under the description of stock on a farm’ 
It can hardly be doubted that these judges considered 
that the expression “(stock on a farm” had received a 
construction, and thata bequest in a will of “ stock oma 
farm” would include growing crops: Butin Vaisey v. 
Reynolds (5 Russ. 12) Sir John Leach refused to follow 
these decisions, on the ground that in the case before him 
the gift of the stock on the farm was not accompanied 
with a gift of the residue of the personal estate. He 
thought that the cases above mentioned had been decided 
“rather because the [legatee] was plainly meant to 
take the whole personal estate, than from the mere 
force of the words ‘stock of my farm,’ or ‘ stock upommy 
farm.’ ” 

In In re Roose a testatrix had devised all her real 
estate to her daughter and ‘“‘all the . . . farming- 
stock, goods, chattels, and effects which shall be im or 
about Frondeg [i.e., the farm] at the time of my death.” 
There was a gift of the residue of the personal estate to 
her executors upon trusts. The Master of the Rollssaid 
that a construction had been put upon the words “farm- 
ing stock” by the earlier cases, and he held that theyin 
cluded growing crops. His decision is in accordance with 
the weight of authority and probably with the intention 
of testators. But it is to be observed that the decisiomis: 
not quite inconsistent with Vaisey v. Reynolds, for the 
testatrix bequeathed to the granddaughter, not merely 
the farming stock, but also all the goods, chattels; and 
effects on the farm. It will not be quite clear that: Sir 
John Leach’s decision is overruled until we have acasein 
which there are no other words in the will besides farm- 
ing stock” which would suffice to carry the growing 
crops. 





MUDGE v, ADAMS, P.D, 29 W. R. 307, 


This case is of importance as deciding that a husband 
can, after his wife's death, take proceedings to set aside 
a protection order obtained by her on the ground that it 
was obtained without his knowledge and by means of 
misrepresentation and fraud, and that he has not been 
guilty of desertion. Sir J. Hannen also held that a will 
made by the wife after the date of the protection order, 
and disposing of separate estate, is not one of the “ acts” 
of the wife which are protected under the 21 & 22 Viet 
c. 103, s. 8, in case of the discharge of the orden, The 
case further decided an important point of pleading. In 
a suit for probate of a will made by a wife who had 
obtained a protection order, Sir J. Hannen held that a 
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counter-claim in which the defendant asked for a dis- 
charge of the protection order upon the grounds already 
mentioned was good, since the relief asked for in the 
counter-claim was precisely within section 24, sub-section 
3, of the Judicature Act, 1873, as being such relief as 
the court “‘ might have granted in any suit instituted for 
that purpose by the same defendant against the same 


plaintiff.” 





CORRESPONDENCE. 


NAVAL DISCIPLINE ACT AMENDMENT BILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—The clause to which, in your issue of the 19th 
inst., your correspondent “J. G.” called attention, is 
one deserving, I think, of grave consideration. It is, I 
think I may safely say, without precedent. It seems 
obvious that the draftsman, desiring to effect consolida- 
tion, has adopted the present course to avoid that 
obstruction to the measure which might arise from 
actual consolidation by the Bill; as in that case every 
clause, although a mere reproduction of existing law, 
would be exposed to the same opposition as if it were 
really a new enactment. 

But the question remains, Is the proposed course 
right ? 

The clause referred to by your correspondent requires 
that ‘‘ her Majesty’s printers shall print, in accordance 
with the copy so certified [t.e., by the Clerk of the 
Parliaments], all copies of the Naval Discipline Act, 
1866, which are printed after the commencement of this 
Act.” This seems to be retroactive legislation, making 
what has been done under the existing Act appear to 
have been unlawfully done ; sentences of corporal punish- 
ment, for instance, pronounced under it will appear to 
have been illegal. Surely if anything in the shape of 
consolidation in the form pro is to be adopted, the 
copy certified by the Clerk of the Parliaments should be 
deemed an Act of 1881, and so issued. Moreover, it is 
to be observed, the present Amendment Bill, when it has 
become an Act, will be printed, notwithstanding that its 
amendments of the Act of 1866 will. by the process 
contemplated (with one or two exceptions which it is 
unnecessary for the present purpose to notice), be con- 
solidated with that Act. 

It is really difficult to know what character to assign 
to the instrument to be certified by the Clerk of the 
Parliaments. It is to be printed in the place of the 
original Act of 1866, which Act, however, is not to be 
repealed, and, as already noticed, the amending Act will 
be printed. Will not the profession, being in pos- 
session of the Acts of 1866 and of the amending Act 
of 1881, be content to disregard the document certified 
by the Clerk of the Parliaments, ora print of it issued in 
the place of the Act of 1866, which, it seems to me, for 
the reasons I have stated, they will be under no obliga- 
tion to look at ? Y. Z 

Temple, Feb. 23. 








THE CERTIFICATE DUTY. 


Tue following resolutions have been passed by the Council of 
the Nottingham In ted Law Society :-— 

1. That, in the opinion of this council, the imposition of 
a tax upon solicitors for practising their profession is unfair 
ee ane neni cine, and cuss to bo eboltehed, 

That copies of the foregoing resolution be forwarded to 

the Incorporated Law Sccicty of the United Kingdom, and 
to the provincial law societies, and that they be invited 
ee g% to obtain the abolition of the 
above 











CASES OF THE WEEK. 


HussanD AND Wire—ANTE-NUPTIAL AsSIGNMENT? By- 
Wire to Husspanp—ActTiIoN TO SET ASIDE—ALLEGED 
UNDUE INFLUENCE—APPOINTMENT OF RECEIVER.—In a case 
of Monk v. Monk, before the Court of Appeal on the 17th. 
inst., @ question arose as to the appointment of a receiver: 
uoder somewhat singular circumstances. The action was. 
brought by a wife (by her next friend) against her busband,. 
claiming to set aside or vary a deed whereby she, the day 
-before the marriage, had assigned to him absolutely the lease 
of a public-house which belonged to her, and in which she 
was carrying on the business of a publican. The plaintiff’ 
alleged that she had been induced to execute the deed by 
undue influence and pressure, and she asked for the appoint- 
ment of a receiver and manager of the stock-in-trade and 
business, and an injunction to restrain the husband from in-- 
terfering with them. The plaintiff alleged that before the 
marriage the husband had promised to carry on the business 
properly, and that he was not doing so. It appeared that, 
prior to the marriage, a settlement had been executed of other: 
property belonging to the wife, but thut the husband had 
said he would not marry her unless the lease of the public- 
house was assigned to him absolutely, and she then con- 
sented to make the assignment. She was a widow, aged 
about fifty. On an interlocutory motion by the plaintiff, 
Malins, V.C., appointed a receiver and manager. The Court 
of Appeal (James, Cotton, and Lusu, L.JJ.) discharged 
the order, on the ground that there was no jurisdiction to 
make it. James, L.J., said that he was unable to see any 
ground for the interference of the court with the possession 
of the husband. It was not denied by the wife that he in-- 
sisted on the assignment being made to him as a condition of 
the marriage, and that she assented to his wish. This, then, 
was the bargain between the parties. The fact that he had 
promised to manage the business properly could not be made 
the foundation of any equity to set aside the deed, which was 
executed by her with full knowledge of its contents. Indeed, 
if it were set aside, the only result would be that he would 
take the property in his marital right. ‘There was no ground 
for saying that the husband had exercised any undue influence 
in refusing to marry the lady unless she would execute the 
assignmenr, and there was no foundation for the interference 
of the court. Cotron, L.J., said that the deed could not be 
varied, it not being shown that there was any other con-- 
tract between the parties. And it could not be set aside, for 
the plaintiff did not allege that she did not understand its effect, 
and if it was set aside the property would be the husband’s, 
The wife’s case came to this, that she had made a foolish 
marriage. But the court could not interfere merely because 
there were unfortunate differences between husband and 
wife, and they bad discovered that they had made a mistake 
in marrying. The only ground for the interference of the 
court would be that there had been a contract for a settle- 
ment of the property. It could not interfere, because it 
might think that, by reason of unhappy differences between 
the husband and wife, it wonld be better that there should 
be a settlement. The case was not one in which any equity 
to a settlement would arise in favour of the wife. An at- 
tempt was made to support the jurisdiction of the court by 
a reference to the decision of Lord Langdale, M.R., in the 
case of Page v. Horne (11 Beav. 227). In that case @ 
marriage was agreed upon between the plaintiff and a young 
lady, and after some negotiation a settlement was made of a 
sum of £1,500, to which the lady was entitled, and which 
was invested on 8 mortgage in the name of her former 
guardian, and the mortgage was transferred to the trustees 
of the settlement. The settlement was executed on March 14, 
and it contained a declaration that the trustees should stand 
possessed of the £1,500 on trust for the lady, her executors, 
administrators, and assigns, until the solemnization of 
the intended marriage, and after the solemuization on 
trust for the wife, during the joint lives of herself 
and her husband, for her separate use without power 
of anticipation, with remainder for the survivor for 
life, with remainder to the children of the —!, 
with remainder, in default of issue, to the survivor of 
husband and wife. On the 27th of March, the intended 
husband snd wife executed a deed poll by which she, with 
his privity, purported to revoke the settlement, and to 
declare that the trustees should hold the £1,500 on trust for 
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ther, to the intent that the same might on the marriage vest 
in the husband by virtue of his marital right. The next day 
the marriage was solemnized. The suit was brought after 
the marriage by the husband against the trustees and the 
wife to obtain payment of the £1,500. The master by his 
geport found that the wife exeouted the settlement in the 
belief that the effect of it would be to leave the fund subject 
to her absolute control as if she had remained unmarried ; 
that a few days before the marriage she became aware for 
the first time of the real effect of the settlement, and at once 
~expressed her determination not to marry under such circum- 
tances ; and that thereupon the deed of revocation was pre- 
pared and executed of her free and voluntary act and with- 
out uasion, request, or influence by the intended hus- 
band, Lord Langdale thought the case one of great diffi- 
culty. He observed that no one could say what might be 
the extent of the influence of a man over a woman whose 
consent to marriage he had obtained. The master had re- 
ported that no undue influence had been used, but the court 
would look with great vigilance at the circumstances and 
situation of the parties in such cases, and would not only 
consider the influence which the intended husband, either by 
soothing or violence, might have used, but would require 
satisfactory evidence that it had not been used. The hus- 
band had acted in concurrence with the wife’s guardian io 
the first instance, and his lordship thought it was not com- 
petent for him afterwards to deal with ber alone in obtaining 
arevocation of the settlement. Therefore he dismissed the 
bill, though not without considerable doubt. James, L.J., 
said it was unnecessary to express an opinion whether that 
case had been rightly or wrongly decided, though it went 
further than any other case befure or since. But it was a 
peculiar case. And, if the deed of revocation could not 
étand, the settlement remained in force; whereas in the 
present case, if the deed was set aside, the husband 
= still take the property.—Souicrrors, W. Crook; H. 
ay. 


oo 


Liquipation ReEsotutions — Registration — SMALL 
Amount oF AsseTS—BoNA FIDES oF CREDITORS—BANK- 
RupTcy Act, 1869, s. 125.—In a case of Ex parte 
Mathewes, before the Court of Appeal on the 17th inst., the 
question arose whether resolutions, which had been passed by 
the statutory majority of creditors, for the liquidation of a 
debtor’s affairs by arrangement ought to be registered 
by reason of the small amount of his assets, as shown 
hy his statement of affairs, in proportion to the amount 
of his debts. The debts were stated to amount to £1,759, 
and the assets were estimated as worth £85, from which 
a deduction of about £15 would have to be made for prefer- 
ential debts. The creditors resolved upon a liquidation by 
arrangement, and gave the debtor an immediate discharge. 
‘They also fixed the remuneration of the trustee at £10. At 
‘the meeting the debtor’s solicitors, who were appointed so- 
licitors to the trustee, said that they would be content to take 
‘only their costs out of pocket of the proceedings. The regis- 
tration was opposed by a creditor who had recovered judg- 
ment for £182, and who was in a position at once to issue 
execution, but had been restrained by an order of the Court 
of Bankruptcy. Bacon, C.J.,held that the case was governed 

the decision of the Court of Appeal ia Ex parte Early (28 

. BR. 310, L. R. 15 Ch. D. 300), and ordered the resolu- 
tions to be registered. In Hx parte Early the debts were 
£584 and the assets £85, and the creditors had resolved on a 
liquidation and given the debtor an immediate discharge. The 
registration was opposed by one creditor, who had, after the 
filing of the petition, seized the debtor's goods (which formed 
the whole of his assets) under an execution for £95, The 
Court of Appeal held that the resolutions ought to be regis- 
tered, on the ground that, as James, L.J., said, though the 
aasets were small and might probably produce nothing for 
anyone, the real contest had been whether one creditor 
should take the whole of them, or whether they should be 
distributed among all the creditors, On behalf of the 
appellant in Hx parte Mathewes reliance was placed 
on Ex parte Staff (28 W. R. 950, L. R. 20 Eq. 775), Be 


parte Sir W. Russell (23 W. R. 817, L. KR. 10 Ch. 255), and 
Ex parte Aaronson (26 W. R. 470, L. R. 7 Ch. D. 713), 
cases in which the registration of liquidation resolutions had 
‘been refused, the assets of the debtor boing very small in 
Proportion to his liabilities, In Ex parte Aaronson the 

itors had not 
they had reser 


ven the debtor a discharge, and therefore 
their rights against his after-acquired 








property. And it was also urged that the appellant could 
not derive any separate advantage by a refusal to register the 
resolutions, for if he should levy execution, it could not 
prevail against the title of the trustee in bankru of the 
debtor. Some creditor would doubtless present a bankruptey 
petition, founded on the filing of the liquidation petition as 
an act of bankruptcy, and the appeliant’s counsel offered an 
undertaking by the appellant to present a petition. The 
court (James, Corton, and Lusu, L.JJ.), however, affirmed 
the decision of the Chief Judge. James, L.J., said that he 
could find no sound distinction between this case and Ez parte 
Early. In the cases which had been cited on behalf of the 
appellant, the court came to the conclusion that the resolu- 
tions had not been passed in the interest of the creditors— 
that, in fact, they had no interest. But in Ez parte Early the 
creditors had an interest in endeavouring to get the whole of 
the debtor’s assets distributed among all the creditors, and in 
preventing the one creditor from taking the whole. The 
Contest there was not on behalf of the debtor, bat on behalf 
of the creditors, and there was no ground for a distinction 
between that case and the present. Corrox, LJ., agreed 
that there was no distinction between the two cases, and 
therefore, though with reluctance, he was of opinion that the 
resolutions must stand. Lusu, L.J., thought that the case 
was exactly within Ex parte Early, and said that he should 
have arrived at the same conclusion, independently of that 
decision. —Soticrrors, Spyer d: Son ; Greenfield & Abbott. 





AppEAL—NOoTICE TO WITHDRAW—RIGHT OF APPELLANT 
TO PROCEED.—In a case of Watson v. Cave, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 19th inst., the question arose 
whether an appellant, who gives the respondent notice of 
his intention to withdraw his appeal, is entitled afterwards 
to proceed with it. After the notice of appeal had been 
served, the appellants’ solicitor wrote on the 26tk of Janu- 
ary to the respondents’ solicitors—“‘ I propose to withdraw 
the appeal. Please hand bearer your consent to the with- 
drawal. My clients will, of course, pay your proper costs of 
the appeal. In the event of your not consenting, I must 
ask you to treat this letter as without prejudice.” On 
receiving this letter the respondents’ solicitors at once wrote, 
consenting to the withdrawal of the appeal. On the 28th of 
January, after receiving this consent, the appellants’ solicitor 
again wrote to the respondents’ solicitors—‘* When I wrote 
my letter to you of the 26th inst. my clients were under a 
misapprehension as to a matter of fact which it was material 
for them to know in deciding whether to proceed with the 
appeal or to withdraw it. That misapprehension has to-da 
been removed, and it is now their intention to proceed wil 
the appeal. I write, therefore, without a momen:’s delay, to 
give you notice that I no longer propose to withdraw the 
appeal, and that it will be proceeded with.” pane. 
was accordingly brought on, and upon it beiog opened the 
preliminary objection was taken that after the notice of 
withdrawal the appellants could not proceed with their 
appeal, and the court (James and Lusx, L.JJ.) held that 
this was a valid objection. It was urged on behalf of the 
appellants, that there had been no actaal withdrawal of 
the appeal, but only a statement of their intention 
to withdraw it, and that they gave notice of their change of 
intention before either side had taken any steps to have the 
appeal struck out. Until something had been actually done 
in pursuance of the voluntary agreement, there was, it was 
said, a locus penitentie, James, L.J., said it would be 
pessimi exempli to allow such a withdrawal of the appeal to 
be rescinded. It was true that the attempt to recall the 
withdrawal was made within two days after it had been 
seat. But it might have been after two years, and it was 
impossible to say what steps the respondents t not 
meanwhile have taken on the faith of the withdrawal. The 
letter of the 26th must be treated as a formal notice of the 
appellants’ intention to withdraw their appeal. Their pro- 
posal was accepted by the respondents, and if they after- 
wards wished to return to their former re their proper 
course would have been to apply for leave to give a fresh 
notice of appeal. If there had been any mistake the 
might have acceded to the application, but at present 
court knew nothing about the faots. Luvs, L.J., said that 
the proposal made by the appellants, when acceded to by the 
—— amounted to a contract binding on the 
and it wae not necessary to’ give it validity that the 
should be actually strack out of the list. After what 
taken place the court itself would have ordered the appeal 
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to'be'struck out. If the appellants could have shown that 
there bad been a mistake of a serious nature, the court might 
haveallowed them upen a proper application to give a new 
notice of appeal. The appeal was accordingly dismissed, 
with costs, but the respondents were disallowed their costs of 
some affidavits which they bad filed after they had ‘accepted 
the withdrawal. And the court gave the appellants leave 
to serve a notice of mction to enlarge the time for appeal- 
—Soricirors, Rooks & Co. ; Smiles & Co.; T. Cave; 
kby, Stewart & Co. ; James Neal; Harrison, Beal & 
Harrison; Batten & Co.; G@. & &. Brandon; Travers 
Bmith, ¢ Braithwaite, 





Soxiciror—Costs—Taxation—Payment—6 & 7 Vict. 
t. 73, s. 41.—In a case of In re Whately, Milward, & Co., 
before the Court of Appeal on the 22nd inst., a question 
arose as to the right to taxation of some solicitors’ bills of 
costs. Bills had been from time to time delivered by 
the solicitors to the client, and the client had from time 
to time paid the solicitors various sums on eccount gene- 
rally. On the 13th of April three bills were delivered, 
and on the 4th of July the client paid the solicitors £200 
on account. The £200, together with the previous pay- 
ments made by the client, considerably exceeded the 
amount of all the bills which had been delivered up to 
that time. Other bills were subsequently delivered, and, 
at the time when the client ceased to employ the solicitors, 
the account of bills delivered on the one side, and pay- 
ments made by the client on the other, showed a small 
balance in favour of the client. The client applied for a 
taxation of the bills more than twelve months after the 
ro of the £200, and the solicitors objected that the bills 

been paid, and that it was too late to ask for taxation. 
Hall, V.C., made an order for taxation, and his decision 
was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Jessexr, M.R., and 
James and Lusu, L.JJ.), who said that it was necessary 
for the solicitors to prove tbat which would support a plea 
of payment at law. The payment of sums on account 
might support a plea of set-off, but would not support a 
plea of payment. Payments on account could not be 
treated as payment of the bills, unless it was proved that 
the client bad agreed that they should be so treated.— 
Sonrcrrors, 8. Whitehead ; J. Cotton. 





Practice—Time ror APrEALING—REruUsAL AT TRIAL 
or LEAVE To ameND PLEApDINGs—Orp. 58, R. 15.—In a 
case of Laird v. Brizgs, before the Court of Appeal on the 
23rd inst., a question arose as to the proper time for appeal- 
ing from the refusal of an application for leave to amend a 
pleading made by counsel at the bar in the course of the trial 
of an action. At the trial of the action on the 14th of 
December, 1880 (29 W. R. 197), the defendant’s counsel 
asked for leave to amend his statement of defence. Fry, J., 
refused the application, and he gave judgment for the 

intiff, granting an injunction to restrain the defendant 
from committing certain acts of trespass. The judgment, as 
drawn up at the request of the defendant, contained a recital 
of the application for leave to amend, and a statement that 
the court did not think fit to make any order on the applica- 
tion. The defendant served s notice of appeal from the 
judgment, stating in bis notice the effect of the judgment so 
far as it granted the injunction, but in no way referring to the 
refusal of the leave to amend. Afterwards he desired to 
appeal from that refusal, and he moved in the Court of 
Appeal that, notwithstanding the expiration of the twenty- 
one days limited by rule 15 of order 58, he might be at libert 
to give notice of appeal from the refusal of leave to amend. 
he court (Jessxr, M.R., and James and Lusu, L.JJ.) 
aid that no leave was necessary. The refusal of leave to 
amend was not an interlocu:ory order, but was part of the 
judgment in the tris], and on the appeal fiom the judgment 
the whole thing would be open, and the Court of Appeal 
could give leave to smend, if it should be of opinion that the 
7 a had wrongly refused it. The application wes accord- 
ingly refased with costs. Jueser, M-R., said that the re- 
fosal of leave to amend ought not to bave been referred to in 
the judgment, Such a reference was contrary to the practice, 
—Boricrr0rs, Remnant, Penley, & Grubbe ; Harrisons. 


Marziep Wousn—Seranste Estate—Geserat Es- 
GisoruENts—Acrion vy CaxDiton—Insuncrion—JopIcA- 





ture Acr, ‘1878, s. 25, suB-sxcTIoN 8.—In a ‘case’ of 
Robinson'v. Pickering, before the Court of Appeal on the 
28rd inst., a question arose as to the right of a creditor 
who sues a married woman in respect of a debt contracted 
on the faith of her separate estate, to obtain an injunction 
restraining her from dealing with the estate pending the 
trial of the action. ‘The action was brought by a creditor, 
who alleged that he bad supplied goods to a married 
woman on the credit of property which was vested inthe 
trustees of her marriage settlement on trust for her sole 
and separate use, against her and her husband and the 
trustees, claiming a declaration that he was entitled to a. 
charge on the separate estate for the payment of the price 
of the goods, and payment accordingly, and that, in the 
meantime, the defendants might be restrained from dealing: 
with the property, On an interlocatory motion, Malina, 
V.C., granted the injanction asked for until judgment in 
the action or further order. The Court of Appeal (JEssEL,. 
M.R., and James and Lusn, L.JJ.) held that the injunction 
had been improperly granted, and discharged it. It was 
urged on behalf of the plaintiff that, inasmuch as a. 
married woman cannot be made a bankrupt, the court 
ought to prevent her, after she has contracted debts 
on the credit of her separate estate, from fraudulently 
disposirg of it, and thus defeating the rights of 
her creditors. And it was suggested that the court can now 
grant such an injunction under the power given to it by 
sub-section 8 of section 25 of the Judicature Act of 1573, to- 
grant injunctions whenever it shall appear ‘‘ just or con 
venient” to do so. JxsseL, M.R., said that the prace 
tice as to granting injunctions had been altered by 
section 25, but the court must still act according to settl 
legal principles. The general engagements of a married 
woman, contracted on the faith of her separate property, 
bound that property in this sense—that the creditor col 
obtain judgment against the separate property, and 
could then obtain payment out of it. She stood in 
much the same position as a man who was a non-trader 
stood under the old law when he could not be made a bank- 
rupt. The property could not be affected by mesne process 
until the creditor had established his right by obtaining a 
judgment. Otherwise,any married woman whodepended upom 
her separate pro might be left to starve if some one 
alleged that she was indebted to him. James, L.J., said 
that, at one time there was a notion that the engagementsof 
a married woman were in the nature of charges upon her 
separate estate. But it was afterwards pointed out 
that there was only the relation of debtor and creditor, with 
aright for the creditor to go against the particular fund. 
If a general engagement created a charge on the separate 
estate, then, as was pointed out long ago by Lord Cottenham, 
each creditor would take priority according to the order in 
date of his debt, ‘Till judgment had been obtained in re- 
spect of a general engagement, a married woman could not 
be restrained from dealing with her separate property any 
more than a man who was a debtor could be restrained from 
dealing with his property at the instance of an ordinary 
creditor. — Soxicrrors, Elmslie, Forsyth, § Sedgwick s 
T. A. G. Powell, 





Patent Action—Account or Prorits—EviDENcE OF 
Cost or ManuracturE—Non-Propuction oF DEFENDANT’S- 
Booxs.—In a case of Zhe British Dynamite Company v. 
Krebs, before the Court of Appeal on the 23rd inst., a ques- 
tion arose upon the taking of an account of profits, under a 
judgment against the defendant for the infringement of the 
plaintiffs’ patent. The defendant claimed to deduct from the 

proceeds of the sale by him of the articles which in- 
fringed the patent the sum of £9,000 for the cost of manuface. 
ture, and he swore that that sum represented the actual cost 
of manufacture. He did not, however, produce his books, 
and declined to do so. No order for production had been 
obtained. Hall, V.C., disallowed the whole £9,000, The- 
Court of Appeal (Jzssex, M.R., and James and Lusu, 
L.JJ.) held that this course was wrong. Jusser, M.R., 
said that, in order to assist the plaintifissin proving the 
amount of te, they were entitled to full discovery 
from the defendant, including the production of his books. 
If they wanted the books they should have obtained an 
order for production, and have enforced it in the usual 
way. If they did not want the books they, being the 
largest of the article, could have shown by 
other evidence what the cost of manufacture was, They 
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would have had no difficulty in proving a minimum 
cost, and then, if the defendant did not choose to 
show his books, the judge would have been well 
warranted in assuming that the defendant’s cost of 
manufacture did not exceed that minimum, and in charging 
him accordingly. But to disallow the defendant the whole 
cost of manufacture was, in fact, to change the judgment 
from « judgment for profits into a judgment for gross pro- 
ceeds of sale. James, L.J., said that, assuming that the 
defendant had acted improperly in throwing obstacles in the 
way of the plaintiffs, still the court would not be justified in 
saying judicially that which it knew not to be the fact—viz., 
that the article cost nothing to manufacture, and in pun- 
ishing the defendant by depriving him of the whole cost of 
manufacture. If there was absolutely no evidence of the 
cost, the court would have to fix a nominal sum for the cost, 
but that was not soin the present case.—So.icitors, £. 
Woodard; J. & R. Gole. 





Raitway Company—StTatutury AGREEMENT as TO Inx- 
TERCHANGE OF TRAFFIC—AGREEMENT TO REFER DiIF- 
FERENCES TO SINGLE ARBITRATOR—JURISDICTION OF RalIL- 
way ComMISsIoNERS TO INTERVENE—ReGULATION oF RalIL- 
ways Act, 1873, s. 8.—In a case of Great Western Railway 
Company v. Waterford and Limerick Railway Company, 
noted ante, p. 297, cause was shown against the rule 1st 
then stated to have been granted in prohibition, before 
the Master of the Rolls on the 18th inst. The defendants 
had applied to the Railway Commissioners to decide upon 
certein disputes that bad arisen between them and the 
plaintiff under an agreement entered into for the inter- 
change of traffic in pursuance of a power in a special Act. 
By the agreement all disputes were to be referred to a 
single arbitrator, to be appointed as therein mentioned. 
The Master of the Rolls granted, on the 14th inst., a rule 
nisi, returnable on the 18tb, prohibiting the Railway 
Commissioners from hearing the application. By sec- 
tion 8 of the Regulation of Railways Act, 1873, 
‘“‘where any difference between railway companies is 
under the provisions of any general or special Act, 
passed either before or after the passing of this Act, 
required or authorized to be referred to arbitration, such 
difference shall, at the instance of any company party to 
the difference, and with the consent of the commissioners, 
he referred to the commissioners for their decision in lieu 
of being referred to arbitration: Provided that the power 
of compelling a reference to the commissioners in this sec- 
tion contained shall not apply to any case in which any 
arbitrator bas, in any general or special Act, beendesignated 
by his name or by the name of his office, or in which a 
standing arbitrator having been appointed under any 
general or special Act the commissioners are of opinion 
that the difference in question may more conveniently 
be referred to him.” The Railway Commissioners had 
in the meantime been made parties to the action, 
and cause was shown in their behalf, and on the 
part of the defendants, the Waterford Company, against 
the role. It was stated that the Railway Com- 
missioners had, since 1875, exercised jurisdiction in 
similar cases, and two cases before them are reported 
in which they have held they had jurisdiction. The 
main contention in favour of the jurisdiction was that no 
general or special Act could be found where an arbitrator 
was appointed by name or by the name of his office, and 
it was therefore argued that the words of the proviso were 
mere surplusage, and that the commissioners had jurisdic- 
tion in all cases of disputes between two railway companies. 
For the plaintiffs it was contended that they came within the 
words of the proviso, and that the jurisdiction of the com- 
missioners was excluded. Jrssex, M.R., was of opinion 
that the section was by no means easy to construe, but he 
must not forget that he was asked, sitting as a single judge, 
to overrule the opinions of three judges. He should not doso 
unless he felt very clearly that their construction was wrong, 

and this he was by no means prepared to say, Although, no 
doubt, the proviso created great difficulty, still, in his 
opinion, the meaning of the section was that all disputes be- 
tween two railway companies could be adjudicated upon by 
the commissioners. Noone had been able to discover any 
mg or special Act in which specific differences between 
wo railway companies had been referred toa named arbi- 
trator, or to an arbitrator by the namo of his office, and he 


could not help thinking that the Legislature must have 
inserted the words in the proviso ex ahundanti caute/a in. case 
there might possibly be some such provision in a general or 
special Act, and. not witha view of limiting the pene: 
of the section. On the whole, therefore, although not 

ing very confidené, he was of opinion that the Railway Com- 
missioners had jurisdiction to decide the matters in difference 
between the two compasies, and he should therefore dis- 
charge the rule nisi with costs.—Soricitors, Nelson ; Terrell 
§ Atkinson ; Solicitor to the Board of Trade, 





Writ—Generat Power or APPOINTMENT EXERCISED BY 
General Devise—SvussEQuent WILL REvOKING Devise— 
Wits Act, s, 27.—In a case of Sctheran v. ing, before 
the Master of the Rolls on the 21st inst., a question arose 
whether a power to appoint by will had been well exercised 
under the following circumstances :—By a settlement made 
in 1870, certain real estate was directed to be held on trust 
for such persons as A., whether covert or sole, should by will 
appoint, with remainder in default of appointment to B. in 
fee, A. made a will in 1871, and thereby, in exercise of 
the power, appoiated the real estate to the plaintiff in fee. 
In 1877 A. made another will, commencing “I revoke all 
former wills,” which contained a general devise of all her real 
estate in favour of the defendant, but not in terms referring to 
the power. In 1878 A. made a third will, dealing with her 
personal estate only, but concluding with the words, ** Hereby 
revoking all former or other wills, I declare this to be my 
last will avd testament.” The real estate subject to A.’s 
power was claimed (1) by the plaintiff, on the ground that 
the appointment by the will of 1871 was not affected by the 
later wills; (2) by the defendant, on the ground that the 
appointment in the first will was revoked by the general 
devise operating as an exercise of the power in the will of 
1877, and that this will was not affected by the will of 1878 ; 
and (3) by the representative of B., on.the ground that the 
appointments contained in the prior wills had been revoked 
by the revocatory clause in the will of 1878, and consequently 
that the property went as in default of appointment. JEssEt, 
M.R., was of opinion that the third will had revoked both 
the former wills, and that the property remained unappointed. 
—Sonrictrors, Gunnet § Son ; J. W. Smith, 





Practice—Orp. 16, k. 17—Cross-ctamm acatnst Co- 
DEFENDANT.—A summons in an action of Benecke v. 
Craddock, adjourned into court and heard before Vice- 
Chancellor Hall on the 19th inst., raised a point of practice 
as to the determination of questions between co-defendants. 
The action was brought by a mortgagee for foreclosure and 
sale of the interest of Messrs. Craddock and Smith ia the plant, 
machinery, and agreements for leases of a colliery, under an 

ent made between themselves and one Senior. Senior 
had been made a co-defendant in the action with Craddock 
and Smith, and claimed sums due to himself under the 
agreement, and the right t> retain possession of the property 
until he was paid. Craddock and Smith set up in their 
statement of defence a cruss-claim in respect of certain money 
balances against Senior. The present application was by 
Craddock and Smith that they might have the leave of the 
court that service of their stat tof def upoa Senior 
might be notice of their cross-claim. The rule (ord. 16, 7. 
17) under which the application was made provides that 
‘*where a defendant is, or claims to be, entitled to contribu- 
tion or indemnity, or any other remedy or relief over against 
any other person, or where from any other cause it appears 
to the court or a judge that a question in the action should 
be determined, not only as between the plaintiff and defend- 
ant, but as between the plaintiff, defendant, and any other 
person, or between any or either of them, the court or a 
judge may, on notice being given to such last-mentioned 
person, make such order as may be proper for having the 
question so determined.” His lordship, ia the present case, 
considered that it would be highly inconvenient that the 
question between the co-defendants should be tried in the 
action, and doubted, mcreover, whether the application wag 
right in form, The summons was therefore dismaised, 
with coste.~-Soticrrons, Bradford § Farish ; Torr & Co. 





Sourcrror aNp Cursnt—Cusropy or Trtue Danvs—Lrex 
For Costs—Assconpine Sonicrrer.—On the 24th inst, a 
motion was heard before Vice-Chancellor Hall in an action 
of Molloy v. Kilby, whereby the plaintiff sought to obtaia 
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an order against Messrs, Smiles & Co., solicitors, to direct 
them to deliver over certain title deeds relating to real estate 
belonging to the plaintiffs. The circumstances under which 
the deeds came into the possession of Messrs. Smiles & Co. 
were as follows :—The former solicitor of the plaintiffs ia the 
action, O'Neill by name, baving been committed for trial 
upon a criminal charge, had absconded from his bail and not 
since been heard of, but, upon his disappearance, the deeds 
were handed to Messrs. Smiles & Co. by a third party acting 
under a power of attorney from O’Neill, and Messrs. Smiles & 
Co. were instructed to hold and use them for the purposes of 
the action, but subject to a lien on the part of O'Neill for 
heavy costs incurred in the action. No offer was made by 
the plaintiffs to indemnify Messrs. Smiles & Co. against any 
claim on O’Neill’s part in respect of his lien, although they 
offered to hand over the deeds if that were done, but an un- 
conditional order was asked. His lordship, however, said 
that be could not do what was in effect to confiscate the 
property of a man committed for trial, s.c. O’Neill’s lien for 
unpaid costs, and made an order for the delivery up of the 
deeds on the plaintiff's undertaking to submit to O’Neill’s 
claim, if, and when, established. He referred to give any 
costs of the motion.—Sotscitors, 7. D. Pettiver ; Smiles § Co. 





CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY 
REGISTRARS. 
(Before Mr. Recistrar Brovcuam, acting as Chief Judge.) 
Feb. 10.—Re Jacobs, 

Crediturs who have proved their debt under resolutions for 

position, and opposed such resolutions, but who have re- 

ceived the composition, restrained from proceeding at law, not- 

withstanding the fact that their debt is not sufficieatly set forth 
in the debtor’s statement of affairs. 

This was an application on behalf of Daniel Jacobs for an 
order that Messrs. Goodman and the sheriff of Middlesex 
should be absolutely restrained from taking any further pro- 
ceedings under an exevution levied upon the goods of the 
applicant in an action in which Messrs. Goodman were plain- 
tiffs, and Hyman Lipson and the applicants were defend- 





ants. 

On the 30th of July, 1880, Daniel Jacobs filed a petition 
for liquidation by arrangement or composition. At the first 
meeting, held on the 17th of August, the creditors passed a 
resolution to adjourn, and at the adjourned meeting resolu- 
tions were carried that a composition should be accepted of 
one shilling in the pound, to be paid within fourteen days of 
registration at the office of the debtor’s solicitor, and that the 
security of Solomon Barnett should be accepted for the com- 
position. The solicitor for Messrs. Goodman attended the 
first meeting, and objected to the adjournment, but Messrs. 
Goodman did not attend, nor were they in any way repre- 
sented at the adjourned meeting. 

At the second meeting, held on the 15th of September, the 
creditors confirmed the resolutions for composition. Messrs. 
Goodman then attended by proxy, and put in their proof for 
£151 3s. 1d., but did not assent to the resolutions. They 
subsequently opposed registration, on the ground that the 
resolution for the adjournment had not been duly passed, but 
the registrar overruled the objection. 

The debtor returned Messrs. Goodman in his statement of 
affairs as creditors for £76 5s. 8d. oaly, which was admittedly 
an insufficient amount. 

Ona the 5th of October, Messrs. Goodman received a letter 
from the debtor’s solicitor in the following terms :— 

** 17, Gracechurch-street, E.C.—Sept., 1880. 

“T beg to inform you that you may receive the composi- 
tion of one shilling in the pound on £161 3s. 1d., the amount 
of your claim in this matter, upon applying at my offices as 
above, between the hours of eleven and four. 

“ Any bills or other securities you may hold must be 


uced, 

“ The amount of the composition will be transmitted by 
post at your risk upon the return of this notice with the 
receipt attached, duly signed, or it will be paid upon the 
—— of this notice and the receipt duly signed,— 


** Henry ALBert Patience, 
** Solicitor in the matter.” 
Messrs. Goodman thereupon signed a receipt in the follow- 
ing form, and forwarded it to Mr. Patience :— 
‘* The Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
“In the matter of proceedings for or towards the liqui- 


ours obediently, 





dation by arrangement or composition with creditors - 
instituted by Daniel Jacobs (describing him). 

“ Received the sum of £7 lls. 3d., being the amount of 
the composition of one shilling ia the pound on our claim in 
this matter. «J. & J. Goopman.” 

On the 7th of October they received a crossed cheque for 
the amount, and they did not send any further acknowledg- 
ment to the debtor or his solicitor. Subsequently, Messrs. 
Goodman, believing that they were not bound by the 
resolution, instructed their solicitor to issue a f. fa. ona 
judgment which they obtained against the debtor on the lst 
of June, 1880, for a portion of their debt of £151 3% 1d, 
and to commence an action for the balance, The sheriff 
entered into possession under the fi. fa. on the 21st of Jan- 
uary, and on the same day the debtor was served with a 
writ at the suit of Messrs. Goodman. 

On the 25th of January the debtor obtained an order from 
this court restraining the plaintiffs from proceeding under 
the judgment and the 7. fa, issued thereon, and on the 28th 
the plaintiffs were served with a notice of the present 
application. 

£. C. Willis, for the applicant.—The plaintiffs are bound 
by the terms of the composition, and they had no right to 
levy an execation. They accepted the sum of £7 11s. 3d. in 
satisfaction of the composition on their debt. 

R. V. Wiiliams, for the plaintiffs.—This is a mere ques- 
tion between the debtor and the plaintiffs whether they 
agreed to receive the money in sstisfaction, and a common 
law court isin a position to deal with the whole matter. 
The provisions of a composition are binding upon those 
creditors only whose names and the amount of whose debts 
appear in the debtor’s statement. Ex parte Lacey (29 W. R. 
299, L. R. 16 Ch. D. 131) shows that where a creditor is 
not bound by the resolution at the time of registration, 
hecannot come in afterwards and obtain the benefit of the 
resolution. The debt due to the plaintiffs not being correctly 
stated, the resolutions are not binding upon them. 

Mr. RecistzaR Brovguam.—They are bound to the 
extent of the amount which appears in the statement of 
affairs—£76. 

Williams.—The vrinciple upon which the court should 
act is laid down in Ex parte The Paper Staininy Company v. 
Bishop (L. R. 8 Ch, 595), and if a creditor objects to 
be bound by a resolution on grounds peculiar to himself, he 
ought not to be restrained’ He also cited Breslauer v. Brown 
(26 W. RK. 536, L. R. 3 H. L. Cas, 672); Lewis v. Leonard 
(L. R. 5 Ex. D. 165). 

Willis, in reply.— The plaintiffs had no right to come in 
and take the composition, and then turn round and say 
they were not bound by the resolutions. A creditur whose 
claim has not been omitted from the debt>r’s statement may, 
nevertheless, come in under the resolutions. 

Mr. Reaistrar Broveuam, after referring to the facts, 
which he said were not in dispute, said that in Bres/auer v. 
Brown, Lord Blackburn made these observations : ‘‘I take 
it that if a man came in during the proceedings and said, I 
claim to prove for £1,000 which has been left out of the 
list, and if his proof was admitted, and then he used his 
power to vote against the composition, being an absolutely 
dissenting creditor, waiving the condition for his benefit for 
the very purpose of opposing the resolution, nevertheless, if 
the resolution was carried by the statutory majority, he would 
be bound by it.” Those remarks seemed to apply here. In 
that case the creditor was not put down in the statement of 
affairs ; here the creditors were put down, but not for the 
whole amount. If, however, they had come in for the larger 
amount, they could not have prevented registration of the 
resolution. But having proved ‘for the amount of their 
claim, and opposed the resolutien, they must be considered 
as bound to the full amount; and, even if it had been a 
matter of discretion, whether this court would allow the 
matter to go on or not, he thought ‘the creditors ought to be 
restrained. 

Application granted. 

Solicitor for the debtor, John Cotton. 

Solicitor for the plaintiffs,O. G. Harman. 


——ee 


(Before Mr, Recistrar Hazxirt, acting as Chief Judge.) 
Feb, 12.—Re Boulden, the Younger. 


Leave given to debtor to file a second petition for liquida- 
tion when proceedings uader the first have fallen through. 
The debtor reoently presented a petition for liquijation, 
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and, at the adjouroed first meeting, held on the 26th of 
January, the creditors passed a resolution to accept a compo- 
sition of two shillings in the pound, one-half payable forth- 
with, and the other half by instalments. The resolution was 
duly filed, and the second general meeting appointed to be 
held on the 8th of February, when four creditors whose debts 
amounted to £157 voted for the confirmation of the resolu- 
‘tion, and foar creditors to the amount of £106 dissented from 
it, The resolution was not, therefore, carried by the statutory 
majority. 

Thomas Notion (solicitor), for the debtor, applied for leave 
‘to convene @ new first meeting of creditors, He stated that 
one creditor had taken proceedings against the debtor 
-and was in a position to sign judgment, and two others had 
obtained orders of committal against him, and it was desir- 
:able they should be restrained. 

Mr. Reetstrar Hazvirr.—I do not see any special circum- 
stances to justify the application. The creditors have met, 
-and the creditor has not carried the resolution. I cannot 
allow a new first meeting to be convened, but leave may be 
given to fileafresh petition for liquidation. 





Feb. 18.—Re Nobds. 

New first meeting of creditors allowed in a case where, partly 
owing to the confusion and noise which prevailed at the first 
meeting, no resolution was put, and creditors to a large amount 
desired to accept a composition. 

The debtor presented a petition for liquidation on the 27th 
-of January, and the firstimeeting of creditors was appointed to 
be held on the 15th of February. The debts amounted to about 
£5,500 in the aggregate, and creditors to the extent of £575 
resided in Germany. At the first meeting considerable con- 
fusion and noise prevailed. The proxies of some of the foreign 
creditors did not appear to be aware of their rights or duties, 
and the proceedings terminated without any resolution being 
put to the meeting. 

H. Wyatt Hart applied for leave to convene a new first 
meeting of the creditors. He produced an affidavit which 
showed that creditors to the extent of £4,600 out of a total of 
£5,500 desired to avoid the expenses of a bankruptcy by ac- 
cepting a composition from the debtor; and he contended, 
upon the authority of Ez parte Terrell (25 W. R. 153, L. R. 
-4 Ch. D. 293), that the court might properly allow a new 
meeting to be held. The omission to pass a resolution was a 
mistake on the part of the creditors, consequent upon the 
confusion and noise which prevailed at the meeting. 

Mr. Recistrar Hazurrt held that, as no resolution had 
been put to the creditors at the first meeting, and a large body 
-of the creditors now desired to accept a composition, a new 
first meeting might be allowed. 

Solicitor, Greening. 


SOLICITORS’ CASES 
Common Prieas Diviston. 

(Sittings in Banc, before Grove and Linptey, JJ.) 
Feb. 21.—Barker v. Stone. 


The facts of this case were as follow :—An action for 
damages had been brought in a county court by the plaintiff 
€gainst a man named Wearn, the present defendant Stone 
being employed to condact the action as the plaintiff's soli- 
<itor, The judge intimated at the conclusion of the case that 
his judgment would be for the plaintiff, in any event, for £25, 
but reserved formal judgment in order to consider whether 
the plaintiff was not entitled to £15 more. At the next sit- 
ting of the court judgment for the full amount was given ; 
but in the interim between the sittings of the two courts, one 
Harris, hearing that an action had been brought, consulted 
Stone with reference to a claim which he had on Wearn’s 
‘furnitare and effects, Stone, without consulting the plaintiff 
or telling Harris that he had been solicitor in the action, 
advised Harris to obtain a bill of sale with a view to perfect 
his title, and Harris, taking this counsel, procured and 
Tegistered a bill of sale to the prejudice of Barker, who thus 
‘lost the fruits of his judgment, Barker then sued Stone in 
the county court for pan con and the judge, though nega- 
tiving negligence, held that there had been a distinct breach 
of faith on the part of the defendant, and gare judgment for 
@ defendant now 


the plaintiff, Against this judgment t 
appealed, me 





Cave, Q.C., and Stone appeared foc the defeadant; Kerans 
for the plaintiff. 

After considerable argument, 

Grove, J., gave judgment in favour of the plaintiff. 
—There were three grounds of action against the defendant— 
viz., neglect, breach of duty, and misconduct. .Those terms 
might or might not be applied to the same kind of action, 
but, ia his judgment, whether the defendant’s conduct was 
more properly described as breach of duty or as neglect, 
either was sufficient to support the action. It could only not 
be a breach of duty by the defendant alleging ignorance, ia 
which case it would be negligence; but to his mind it seemed 
hardly credible that a solicitor should be ignorant of so 
manifest a duty as, having been actually retained for one 
client, to accept duties for another in direct conflict with 
the interests of the first. It was not necessary that there 
should be collusion between the solicitor and his second 
client. The judgment of Chief Justice Tindal iu the case of 
Taylor v. Blacklow, which had been cited in the argu- 
ment, sufficiently showed that a breach of duty mizht be 
actionable. That was a case where the defendant, an 
attorney, being employed to raise money on mortgage for 
the plaintiff, disclosed to the proposed lender certain defects 
in the plaintiff’s title, in consequence of which the plaintiff 
was exposed to certain actions ac the suit of the proposed 
lender and suffered certain damage. Chief Justice Tindal 
in discussing the conduct of the defendant, said that, 
instead of faithfully discharging his duty of raising money 
upon his client’s deeds, he disclosed defects of title to 
the very person who was about to lend. In con- 
sequence of this disclosure the plaintiff sustained certain 
injuries. There was, therefore, a breach of duty on the 
part of the defendant which there was no ground for saying, 
was not actionable. This judgment he (Grove, J.) 
adopted as strictly applicable to the present case. A preg- 
nant instance of the hardship on the plaintiff had been 
afforded by the defendant’s own conduct, for, according to the 
evidence, he admitted that he felt himself incapacitated from 
taking any part in impugning the bill of sale, which it 
might have been his imperative duty to do on behalf of the 
plaintiff in securing to him the fruits of his judgment. 
It had been argued that if the defendant had not advised 
Harris some other solicitor would have done so and to the 
same effect. This argument might possibly affect the 
question of damages, but it did not touch the main ques- 
tiov, his answer being that it was not the defendant’s 
business to consider whether or not Harris would consult 
anybody else. His one and only duty was to protect the 
interests of his client, the plaintiff. Upon the whole ques- 
tion, therefore, he was clearly of opinion that there 
had been a palpable breach of faith, and that the 
judgment of the county court judge was right, not only in 
respect to his decision on the merits, but also with regard to 
the damages, which ought not to be disturbed. 

LinDLey, J., concurred. The duties of a solicitor to a client 
were positive and negative, and the latter were as clear and 
as definite as the former. It was the duty of a solicitor to 
abstain from doing all acts inconsistent with his positive duty 
towards his client aad from any act which might prejudice or 
defeat that client’s interests. Mr. Cave had relied on various 
instances which he had referred to of solicitors acting for 
different clients with differeat interests, sach as creditors toa 
baokrupt’s estate, and no doubt these cases occurred every 
day and properly ; but the answer was that ic such cases 
there was no direct conflict of interests. Here there was, and 
he had no doubt whatever that the defendant’s conduct was 
manifestly on the wrong side of the line. 

Cave asked for leave to appeal, but 

Grove, J., said that, although he agreed the case was im- 
portant, yet the court were so absolutely without doubt in 
re decision that they could not encourage such a course.— 

Wes, 
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REFRESHERS. 


Tue following correspondence has been published :— 
“ New-court, Temple, Feb. 17. 

“My dear Mr. Clabon,—My attention has been called 
by members of the bar to the fifth paragraph in the sug- 
gestions made by the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society, published in the Times of yesterday. It is as 
follows :— 

‘*¢5, There can be no reasonable doubt that the main 
cause of the heavy expense of modern litigation is due to 
the largely increased fees paid to counsel of late years, 
and especially to the comparatively recent practice of 
giving daily refresher fees, which were all but unknown a 
quarter of a century ago. It is therefore recommended 
that daily refreshers should be abolished, as being one of 
the principal causes of the undue lengthening of trials, and 
the increased expense thereby occasioned.’ 

“Tt appears to me and others that most persons would 
regard the above statement as containing a direct charge 
against the honour—even the honesty—of every member of 
the bar ; for it apparently means that barristers who are 
in the habit of receiving refreshers intentionally prolong 
cases to an unnecessary length (and, therefore, injurious to 
their clients), for the sake of pecuniary advantage to them- 

Ives. ; 

“I cannot think that the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society intended to prefer such a charge. But still, 
the words employed are so likely to be construed in the 
sense I have indicated, that I venture to address you, as 
President of the Incorporated Law Society, and to express 
the hope that the meaning which has been attached to the 
above suggestion is incorrect, and that the council had no 
intention of making any accusation against an important 
section of the profession to which they themeelves belong. 

“*T shall be glad if you will place this letter at your early 
convenience before the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society. ‘‘I am, dear Mr. Clabon, yours very truly, 

‘* HENRY JAMES, 

“J. M. Clabon, Esq., President of the Council of the 
Tecorporated Law Society.” 


** Chancery-lane, W.C., Feb. 18. 


**Dear Mr. Attorney-General,—I have laid before the 
council your letter of the 17th inst., referring to the fifth 
paragraph of the suggestions made by the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society with regard to the expense of and 
delays in proceedings under the Judicature Acts, and saying 
that it appears to you, and others, that most persons would 
regard the statements contained in that paragraph as con- 
taining a direct charge against the honour—even the honesty 
—of the bar, as apparently meaning that barristers who are 
in the habit of receiving refreshers intentionally prolong cases 
to an unnecessary length (and, therefore, injuriously to their 
clients), for the sake of pecuniary advantage to themselves. 

‘*The council unanimously direct me to assure you, and 
through you the whole bar, that they did not intend to prefer 
such a charge, and that the meaning which has been attached 
to the suggestion in paragraph 5 isincorrect. The council had 
no intention of making any accusation against so important 
a section of the profession to which they themselves belong. 

‘IT have the honour to be, dear Mr. Attorney- 
General, your faithful servant, 
**Joun M. Craznon, President. 

“To ber Majesty’s Attorney-General, Q.C., M.P., &c., 
1, New-court, Temple.” 


“ House of Commons, February 18. 


“My dear Mr. Clabon,—I have to acknowledge the receipt 
of your letter of to-day’s date. 

“ The members of the bar will, I am sure, be glad to learn 
that the meaning which had been attached to the suggestion 
contained in paragraph 5 of the communication from the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society to the Judicatare 
Acts Committee is incorrect. I hope you will forgive me for 
saying thet I think your letter would be read with greater 
pleasure if we could learn from it what meaning the members 


of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society attach to the 


words contained in their suggestion. 
“ Believe me, yours very truly, 
** J, M. Clabon, Esq.” “ Henry James,” 





‘Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-laue, W.C., 
Feb. 23, 1881. 

“Dear Mr. Attorney-General,—I ‘have laid your letter of 
the 18th inst. before ‘the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society, and with reference to the concluding passage, in. 
which you intimate that my letter would have been read: 
with greater pleasure if the bar could learn from it what 
meaning the members of the council attach to the words. 
contained in their suggestions (paragraph 5), I have been 
requested to state that their:meaniog and intention'were to 
point out the objections to ‘the system, and not to make 
personal charges against those who use it. 

‘*In making the suggestions the council were guided 
simply by a desire to reduce, in the interests of the public, 
the expenses of legal proceedings; and as their own branch 
of the profession has frequently been charged with unneces- 
sarily lengthening legal documents, because the payment for 
their preparation is according to length, the fault being in 
the system (which they have long striven to get altered) and 
not in themselves, so the suggestion was that the system of 
‘refreshers’ has an inevitable tendency to the result 
indicated, the system again,and not the individuals, being 
at fault. 

It must be obvious that any change reducing expenses 
in the mode under discussion would diminish the fees of 
solicitors as well as the fees of the bar to the benefit of 
the suitor. 

‘*T have already assured you that the council in makirg 
the suggestion had not the least intention to bring any 
accusation against the bar or any member of it, and I will 
only add that it would give the council pleasure if in any 
way they could act jointly with the bar in diminishing the 
cost of legal proceedings tor the public advantage. 

“T am, dear Mr. Attorney-General, yours very faith- 
fally, ** Jonn M. Cranon, Presidert. 

“To her Majesty’s Attorney-General, Q.C., M.P., 1, 
New-court, Temple.” 








OBITUARY. 


MR. GERALD WOLFE LYDEKKER, 


Mr. Gerald Wolfe Lydekker, barrister, died at his residence, 
The Lodge, Harpenden, on the 12th inst. Mr. Lydekker 
was the only son of the late Dr. Richard Lydekker, of St. 
Albans, and was born in 1811. He was educated «at Eton 
and at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he graduated in 
the first class of the classical tripos in 1833, He was called 
to the bar at the Inner ‘I'emple in Hilary Term, 1841, and 
he practised for several years on the Home Circuit, and at 
the Essex, Herts, and St. Albans Sessions. He had a fair 
criminal business at the assizes and sessions, but he retired’ 
from practice a few years after his call to the bar, on suc- 
ceeding (by his father’s death) to the estates at Harpenden, 
Mr. Lydekker was a magistrate for Bedfordshire, Hertford- 
shire, and the Liberty of St, Albans, and since 1875 he had 
been deputy-chairman of quarter sessions for the St. Albans 
Division of Hertfordshire. He was also a director of the 
Clerical, Medical, and General Life Assurance Company. 
Mr. Lydekker was buried in the family vault at St. Peter's 
Church, St. Albans, on the 16th inst. He was married in 
1848 to the daughter of the late Mr, Serjeant Peake, and he 
leaves four sous. 


MR. JOSEPH AUGUSTUS YORKE, 


Mr. Joseph Augustus Yorke, barrister, died on the 14th 
inst, Mr. Yorke was the only son of the late Hon, and Very 
Rev. Grantham Munton Yorke, Dean of Worcester, and 
was grandson of the third Earl of Hardwicke, His mother 
was the daughter of Sir Henry Conyingham Montgomery, 
Bart. He was born in 1831, and wag called to the bar at 
the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1854. He formerly prac- 
tised on the Home Circuit, and for several years he held a 
commission in the Iuns of Court Rifle Volunteers. He was 
women: of presentations to Lord Chelmsford when Lord 

jor, and in 1867 he was ag one of the regis- 
trars of the Leeds Sankruptcy Court, but the office was 
abolished by the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, and he retired upon 
a pension. In 1875 he was appointed by Sir Richard Cross. 
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to be police magistrate for the borough of South Shields, 

but he did not hold the office very long, since about a year 

ago he was compelled by ill-health to retire.upon a pensions 

fo a was married to the daughter of Mr. Thoma. 
mbré, 


LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


The Hon. Georce Crartes Broprick, barrister, has 
been elected Warden of Merton College, Oxford, in succes- 
sion to the late Dr. Robert Bullock Marsham. Mr. Brod- 
rick is the second son of the seventh Viscount Midleton, 
and was born in 1831. He was educated at Harrow and at 
Balliol College, where he graduated as a double first (classica 
and law and modern history) in 1854. In the following year 
he obtained the Arnold Prize and the Chancellor's Prize for 
an English essay, and he was atterwards elected a fellow of 
Merton College. He graduated LL.B. of the University of 
London in 1858, and he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s- 
inn in Trinity Term, 1859. Mr. Brodrick formerly prac- 
tised on the Western Circuit, and he was for a short time a 
member of the School Board for London for the Westminster 
Division. 

Mr. Francis Ricuarp TURNER Bioxam (of the firm ot 
Paterson, Snow, & Bloxam), of 25, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature, 


Mr. Pore ALEXANDER Cooper, barrister, who has been 
appointed Attorney-General of the Colony of Queensland, in 
succession to Mr. Henry Rogers Beor, deceased, was called to 
the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1872. He 
was called to the bar at Brisbane in 1874, and is member for 
the Cook District in the Queensland Legislative Assembly. 


Mr. Witiiam Henry Cutter, solicitor, of 10, King-street, 
St. James’s-square, has been appointed a Commissioner 
to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 

Mr. Henry Cecit Gearg, solicitor, of 57, Lincola’s-inn- 
fields, bas been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths 
in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Gzorce Domerr Goutp, solicitor, of Leeds, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Georce Haprie.p, solicitor, of Manchester, who has 
been elected President of the Manchester Incorporated Law 
Society for the ensuing year, is the son of Mr. George 
Hadfield, solicitor, of Manchester, many years M.P. for 
Sheffield. He was admitted a solicitor in 1850. 

Mr, Joszrn Hanps, of Loughborough, has been appointed 
aCommissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court 
of Judicature. 

Mr. Wixtan Jacksoy, solicitor, of Wellingborough, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Irthingborough and Earls 
Barton School Boards, on the resignation of his partner, 
Mr. Matthew Reid Sharman. Mr. Jackson was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1875. 

Mr. Cartes Rossetr James (of the firm of James & Co., 
solicitors, of Merthyr Tydfil and Aberdare), has been ap- 
me a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 

of Judicature. 

Mr. ALeExanpERSmitH KInnEar, advocate, LL.D., has been 
lected Dean of the Faculty of Advocates in Scotland, in 
saecession to Lord Fraser. Mr. Kinnear is an LL.D. of the 
University of Edinburgh. Be was called to the bar in 

og in 1856, and he holds the office of Solicitor of 
8. 

The Hon. Henry James Moncrierr, advocate, has been 
inted Sheriff of Renfrewshire and Buteshire, in succes- 
to Lord Fraser. Mr. Moncrieffis the eldest son of the 

Right Hon. Lord Moncrieff, Lord Justice Clerk of Scotland, 

was born in 1840. He was educated at Harrow and at 
Trinity College, Cambridge, where he was placed in the 
class in the LL.B. examination in 1861. He was called 
to the bar in Scotland in 1861, and he was appointed an ad- 

Veeate-depute in April, 1880. 

Mr. Samven Priog, solicitor, of 88, Walbrook, bas been 
&ppeinted a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Su- 
Preme Court of Judicature. 

“Mr, Txomas Ava Warson, solicitor, of Bradford, has 
‘Deen appointed a Magistrate for that borough. Mr. Watson 








was admitted a solicitor in 1957, and is in partnership with 
Mr. James Norton Dickons, 

Mr. Joun Henny WaAvk, solicitor and notary (of the- 
firm of Rawson, George, & Wade), of Bradford, has been ap- 
pointed a Magistrate-for that borough. Mr. Wade was ad-- 
mitted a solicitor in 1852, and is solicitor to the Bradford 
School Board, also a director of the Bradford District 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jornt Stock CoMPANIEs. 


LiMitEep in CHANCERY. 

Barsapos Gas Company, Limirep.—Petition for winding ba pre-- 
sented Feb 17, directed to be heard before the M:R.on Feb 26. 
Smith and Wood, Great James st, Bedford row, agents for Southall 
and Co, Birmingham, solicitors for the petitioners 

Cottages anp Vittas Bui~pine anp INVESTMENT COMPANY, 
Lr«rrep.—The M.R. has fixed Feb 28 at 11 at his chambers for 
the appointmen ¢ of an official liquidator 

ChEppAu Vatuny Suate Quargizs Company, Liuitep.—Petition 
for winding up, presented Feb 11, directed to be heard before the 
M.R. on Feb 26. Andrew and Co, Great James st, Bedford row, 
solicitors for the petitioners 

Hampton-on-Szua Estate Assocrati6n, Lurrep.—Creditors are 

uired, on before March 18, to send their names and addresses 
ont the particulars of their debts or claims to John Jervis Garrard, 
Leadenhall st. March 25 at 12 is appointed for hearing and ad. 
judicating upon the debts and claims 

Tramways Corporation Limirep.—By an order made by the V.C-H. 
dated July 9, it was ordered that the corporation be wound up. 
Miller and Miller, Sherborne, solicitors for the petitioner 

[ Gazette, Feb 18.] 


Baawortn Coturery Company, Lurrrep.—By an order made by 
the M.R. dated Feb 12, it was ordered that the company be wound 
up. Field and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, solicitors for the peti- 
tioner 

H. A. Brown anv Company, Luitep.—By an order made by the 
V.C.H. dated Feb 11, it was ordered that the company be wound 
up. Burn, Clement’s lane, solicitor 

Union Lanp snp Buitpine Company, Liwrrep.—By an order 
made by the V.C.M. dated Jan 11, it was ordered that the voluntary 
winding up of the company be continued. Dixon, S sq, 
Gray’s inn, agent for Needham and Co, Manchester, solicitors for 


the petitioner 
i Gazette, Feb. 22.] 


Unurmirep tn CHANCERY. 

Mapras Irrreation anp Canat Company.—Petition for winding 
up, presented Feb 12, directed to be heard before the M.R. on Feb 
26. Ashurst and Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for the petitioners _ 

[ Gazette, Feb. 18.] 


County PALATINE oF LANCASTER. 
Mersey Steet anv Iron Company, Liwirep.—By an order made 
by Bristowe, V.C., dated Feb 15, it was ordered that the company 
be wound up. Simpson and North, Liverpool, solicitors for the 


petitioner : 
[ Gazette, Feb, 18.} 


Frienpiy Socretres DIssoLven. 
Sutrrigtyp Distarct Cierxs’ Frrenpty Socrery, Aldine chmbers. 
Feb 12 
Bup or Hore Tent 68 INDEPENDENT OrpER oF RucHapirEs, 40, 
Radnor terrace, South Lambeth. Feb 15 
[ Gazette, Feb. 18.] 


Sick anp Brenrrit Fcunp or THE RosEBERRY LODGE OF THE ROYAL. 
ANTEDILUVIAN OrpeER ov Burratogs Frisnpiy Socrery, Tower, 
Artillery st, Bishopgate. Feb 18 : 

(Gazetie, Feb. 22.] 


SOCIETIES. 


NOTTINGHAM INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 


At the sixth annual meoting of the society, held at the 
Town Hall, Nottingham, on the 29th of January, 1881, 
the president (C. Butlin, Esq.) in the chair, 

It was resolved :— 

That the annual report of the council be taken as read,. 
and that the same be received and adopted. 

That the thanks of the society be given to Mr. Charles 
Butlin for his services as president during the past year. 

That the thanks of the society be given to Mr. Arthur 
Browne for his services as secretary of the Law Library 
Committee during the past year. 

That the th of the society be given to Mr. Arthur 
Williams for his services as secretary during the past year. 

That the thanks of the society be given to T. T. Weight- 
map, Esq., and H, Y. Stanger, Esq., i for- 
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“their having agreed to deliver the courses of law lectures 
arranged by a joint committee of the council of the society 
and of the Nottingham Law Students’ Society. 

That members of the society shall be allowed to take 
out the reference books in the law library ; and books so 
*taken out may be retained by town members until the 
second day, and by country members until the third day 
after the same shall have been taken out. That members 
shall enter the date of taking out and returning reference 
‘books in the special book kept for that purpose, and any 
member keeping a reference book beyond the time limited 
shall besubject to a fine of twopence per day per work, until 
the same be returned. 

On the vote for officers and members of the council for 
the ensuing year being taken, the following gentlemen were 
elected to the undermentioned offices, viz. :—President, Mr. 
George Bell Rothera ; vice-president, Mr. Grosvenor Hodg- 
kinson, junr. (Newark); treasurer, Mr. John Kentish 
Wright; secretary, Mr. Arthur Williams. 


as 


The following are extracts from the report of the 
-council :— 

The present number of members is ninety-one, the num- 
ber Jast year being ninety. 

_ Solicitors’ Remuneration Bill.—The council carefully con- 
sidered this Bill, which was introduced by the late Lord 
Chancellor, prior to the dissolu:ion of Parliament, and 
suggested certain amendments therein, which were for- 
warded to the Lord Chancellor—the Bill, however, in 
consequence of the dissolution, was not proceeded with. 

Admission of Solicitors to the Bar.—The council has 
called the attention of Colonel Seeley, M.P., and Arnold 
Morley, Esq., M.P., to the desirability of their supporting 
the motion of Mr. Gregory, M.P., which would enable a 
solicitor to pass to the bar without being required to keep 
his terms. 

‘Replies were received from both gentlemen, promising 
to consid-r the matter. 

Telegraphic Wires.—The council, at its meeting on the 
44th of April, 1880, passed the following resolation :— 

“That the Incorporated Law Society be requested to 
promote legislation to prevent the owners of telegraph wires 
from acquiring rights adverse to the owners of property 
crossed by such wires, whether attached thereto or not.” 

A copy of the resolution was forwarded to the Incor- 
perated Law Society, but the council is not aware that any 
steps have been taken with respect to it. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY, 
Tuesday, February 22, 1881.—Mr. E. G. Spiers in the 


chair—Mersrs. H. A. H. Payne, H. F. Brown, E, 
Todd, and W. W. Woosnam were elected members. Mr. 
W. C. Child opened in the affirmative the question for 
debate :—“ A testator devised his real estates to trustees 
and their heirs upon trust to sell as and when they think 
fit. Tbe trustees die, the survivor having devised the 
trust estate upon the trusts affecting the same. The 
devisees contract to sell; car they make a good title to 
convey?” The debate was continued by Messrs, Cooper 
and Woodhouse in the negative, and by Messrs. Hutton, 
Chater, and F. J. Green in the affirmative. The opener 
having replied, the president summed up, and the question, 
having been put to the meeting, was decided in the 
effirtative by a majority of four votes. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held at the Law Institution, 
-lane, on Monday, the 2lat inst. Mr. H. 8. A. 

Poy in the chair. The moot for discussion, ‘‘ Was the case 
of Glyn, Mills, Currie, § Co. v. East vy. West India Dock 
Company rightly decided?” was opened by Mr. A. D. 
Maclaren in the negative, who was supported by Messrs. 
Randie-Levey and E. F. Spence, and opposed by Messrs. 
Tillotson, Knight, Nelham, Foy, and Gamble. The opener 
zeplied, and upon a division the moot was decided in the 
negative by the casting vote, 





The usual weekly mesting of this society was held 
in Clement’s-inn Hall, on Wedcesday, the 23rd inst. 
Mr. B. T. Bartrum in the chair. The motion on 
the paper was ‘“‘ That the Irish people are better fitted 
for despotic than constitutional Government,” the rejection 
of which motion was moved by Mr. Bateman Napier, 
who was supported by Messrs. Barrs, Randle-Levey, 
Shera, Tillotson, and Wynne, and opposed by Messrs. 
Spence, Le Breton, Kains-Jackson, Wade, and Eiloart. In 
the absence of the opener, Mr. Trotter replied on his behalf, 
and upon a division the motion was lost by a majority of 
one vote. The subject for debate next Wednesday is “* That 
it is to the interest of the public that severer restrictions 
should be put upon admission to the learned professions.” 


MANCHESTER LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The ninth meeting of the session was held on Tuesday, 
the 15th of February, at the Law Library, Cross-street 
Chambers, at seven o’clock, when the chair was taken by 
J. K. Bradbury, Esq., M.A., barrister-at-law. The 
following was the subject for discussion :—“ On the lst of 
February, 1879, A. advanced to B. £100 on a verbal promise 
that B. would give a bill of sale if the amount were not 
repaid in six months. The amount was not repaid, and B, 
accordingly gave a bill of sale, which was substantially 
an assignment of all his property, and shortly afterwards 
filed his petition. The consideration stated in the bill of 
sale was the past advance, and no mention was made of 
the previous promise. Is the bill of sale good as against 
the trustee under B.’s liquidation ?”’ Mr. Price opened in 
the affirmative, whilst Mr. Rycroft supported the negative 
contention. After an animated discussion, in which, in 
addition to those before named, Messrs. Hislop, Wiuser, 
Payne, Lowndes, Caspar, Butcher, and Hardman took part, 
Mr. Hislop, on behalf of Mr. Price, replied, and the 
learned chairman summed up, when the question was 
decided negatively by sixteen votes to ten. Messrs. 
Boddington, Sothern, Linnell, and Rowland were elected 
members of the society, and it was resolved to continue the 
meetings of the society during the summer months. A 
vote of thanks to the chairman concluded the proceedings. 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25, 


LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
Apams, JonatHan Henry, Stoke-upon-Trent, Chemist. Mar 25. 
Heaton and Son, Burslem 
AuLEN, Mary, Epsom, Surrey. Mar 3l. Hine-Haycock and Bridg- 
man, College hill, Cannon st 
Beprorp, James, West Ardsley, nr Wake‘eld, York, Farmer. Feb 
26. Lister, Wakefield 
— CxHArxEs, Diss, Norfolk, Retired Builder. Mar 31. Garrod, 
iss 
Brown, Dayret, Harston, Cambridge, Esq. Mar 19. Parkin and 
Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
Crawrorp, Epvwarp, Loughborough, Leicester. Mar 25. Deane 
and Hands, Loughborough 
Dawson, Joun, Preston, Lancaster, Butcher. Mar12, Thompsen 
and Craven, Preston. 
Gates, Ropert, Crawley, Sussex, Builder. Apr2. Herd and Sons, 
East Grinstead 
Green, Ropert, Heatley, Chester, Gent. Mar 25, Cave, Altrinc- 
m 


ha’ 

Harvey, GeorGe, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Esq. Mar 25. Stroud, 
Cheltenham 

Heaton, Cuarvies, Leek, Stafford, Physician, Mar 10, Heaton 
and Son, Burslem 

Hitcugy, Cuartes Hexry, Newton-by-Frodsham, Chester, Esq. 
Mar 3, Hitchen, Runcorn 

Howwinesworts, Joux Tooxry, Rickmansworth, Hertford, Farmer. 
Mar 31. Sedgwick and Turner, Watford 

Hoven, Henry, Bootle-cum-Linacre, Lancaster, Bleacher. Apr. 
Quinn and Sons, Liverpool 

James, Evizaperu, Carlisle, Cumberland. Mar $1. Williams and 
Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

—— Ricwagp Heyy, Bristol, Warchouseman, Mar 31, Cross, 

risto 

Mivuxe, Cuarres, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Brewer. Junel. Beloe, 
King’s Lynn 

Morxey, Gronrax, Barnton, Chester, Farm@r. Mar 12, Fletcher, 
Northwich 

Morais, Jouw Hewny, Newtown, Montgomery, Licensed Victualler. 
Mar 12, Talbot and Woosnam, Newtown 

Moxrsz, Wii11aM, Cirencester, Gloucester, Gent, Mar 26. Mullings 
and bo, Cirencester 

Owen, Txomas, Clapton, Berks, Gent, May 1, Purser, Fenchurch 


Bt 
Pwrens, Roserra, Streatham hill, Surrey. Mar 25. Pritchard and 
Sons, Gracechurch st 
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RenBE Grorcze Epwarps, Tisbury, Wilts, Butcher. Mar 1. 
eand Mash, Yeovil. Bit: 


Rezp, Jacoz, Leather lane, Tailor, April. Allen and Son, Car- 
lisle st, Soho sq 

Szwex1, Litiizs, Cliftonville, Brighton. Mar8, Hunters and Co, 
New sq, Lincoln’s inn 


Tuomas, THomas, Tenby, Pembroke, General Dealer. Mar 26. 
Lock, Tenby 
TowNEND;, THomAs, Knockholt, Kent, Gent. Mar 25. Satchell and 


Chapple, Queen st, Morag ond 

Watson, Witt1am, High Holborn, Gunmaker. Mars, Gribble and 
Co, Hargrave pk rd, Upper Holloway 

WeEntock, the Right Honourable Bernpy RicHarD, Baron, Wen- 
lock, Salop. May 4. Leeman and Co 

WuetrEr, Acres, Leamington Priors, Warwick. May 10. Hume 
and Co, Gt James st, Bedford row 

Wueter, Anna Maria, Leamington Priors, Warwick. May 10. 
Hume and Co, Gt. James st, Bedford row 

WHITWELL, JouNn, Kendal, Westmorland, Esq, M.P. Mar 30. 

[ Gazette, Feb. 11.] 


Thomson and Wilson, Ken 

Atsor, Wit1t1Am (Grirris, Nottingham, Gent. March7. Acton, 
Nottingham 

BANNISTER, GEORGE, Thorne-in-Bacup, Lancaster, Gent. March 31. 
Wright, Bacup 

Brocxsank, Rosert, Liverpool, Gent. Apr 1. Payne and Son, 
Liverpool : 

Brown, CHartes Watrter,} Ipswich rd, Dalston, Lighterman. 
March 15. Marsh, Fen-ct 

BuckEtL, Mary Any, Newport, I.W. Feb 26. Buckell, Newport 

Bucxiry, Epmunp, Liverpool, Gent. Apri. Payne and Son, 


Liverpool 

Dow, Anprew, Elland, York, Farmer. Apr 2. Ingram and 
Huntriss, Halifax 

FEATHERSTONHAUGH, WILks Witi1am, Cambridge, Brewer. May 
8. Eadens and Knowles, Cambridge 

Franxs, Repecca ConstantrA ExvizasetH Harts, Bishop’s Stort- 


ford, Essex. March 25. Fladgate and Co, Strand 
Guapwin, Frances JANE ANNE, Bath. March 14. Lowe, Temple 
3 


gdn 
GowLAND, Evizasnetnu, Harston, Cambridge. May8. Eadens and 
Knowles, Cambridge 


Harrison, Joun, Cark-in-Cartmel, Lancaster, Yeoman, March 15, 
Tyson, Dalton-in-Furness 
Hors, Gertrupr, Finborough rd, West Brompton. March 19. 


Weed and White, Poultry 

Hoy tz, James, Radcliffe, Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturer. 
12, Grundy, Bury 

Kxryrs, Tuomas, Brunswick sq, Esq. March 19. Woodard, Fen- 
church st 

Lanz, Tuomas, Entally, Tasmania, Gent. March 25, Beck, East 
India avenue 

Macnamara, Henry Francis, Whitehall, nr Pembroke, Civil 
Engineer. April. Parry, Pembroke Dock 

Newman, Henry, Belvedere St Saviour’s, Jersey, Gent. 
Crosse and Co, Strand 

O’Donerty, Cuarves, Rochdale, Lancaster, Engine Packing Manu- 
facturer. March 12. Brierly, Rochdale 

Provutsn, Witt14M, Shanklin, I.W., Innkeeper. March 23. Buckell, 
Newport 

Resseck, Grorce Epwarps, Tisbury, Wilts, Butcher. March 1, 
Mayo and Marsh. Yeovil 

Royiz, W1ti14M, Coventry, Solicitor’s Clerk. March11, Minster, 
Coventry 

SHuTtLEwortH, GrorGk Masser, Leipsic rd, Camberwell, Gent, 
March 25. Goody and Stock, Queen Victoria st 

Suitx, Henrietta, Plympton St Maurice, Devon. April. Stephens 
and Co, Plymouth 

Spencer, Josern Henry, Holbeach, Lincoln, Gent. Apr 6. Sturton, 
Holbeach 


March 


Apr 30, 


Toruis, Exizanetn, South Walsham St Mary, Norfolk. March 25. 
Preston and Son, Norwich 

Tunir, Witiiam, Trimdon Grange, Durham, Grocer, Apr 30, Clay- 
ton and Gibson, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Unna, Jacon Arnotp, Bradford, Merchant, May 5. Terry and 
Co, Bradford 

Witson, Exvtey, Sunnyside, Princes pk, Liverpool. April. Eaton 
and Son, Liverpoul 

(Gazette, Feb. 15.] 

ALgexanpgEr, Samvet, Saffi, Morocco, Merchant. April 30. Flux 
and Co, East India avenue 

Ascoven, Witi1AM, Norton, York, Fellmonger. March 19. Jack- 
son, Malton 

Aytwry, Horace, Orillia, Simcoe, Canada, Esq. March 15. Sher- 
ring, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Bares, Sterne, Brandon Sissinghurst, Cranbrook, Kent, Yeoman. 
April 4. Philpott and Wood, Cranbrook 

Brecu, Grorex, Horley, Surrey, Gent. March 30. Sheffield and 
Sons, Cullum st 

Bisnor, Epwin Broventon, Clinton rd, Bow, Stockbroker’s Clerk. 
March 31. Naunton, Cheapside 

Brown, Joun, Hanmer, Flint, Farmer. March1. Salter, Elles- 

Carr, Cyartes, Hamilton ter, St John’s wood, Esq. March 31. 
Saxton and Morgan, Somerset st, Portman sq 
RTMELL, Nicnotas, Treales, nr Kirkham, Lancaster, Miller, 
April 15, Dickson, Kirkham 

ARLETT, HENRY, ‘Bognor, Sussex, Butcher. March 25. Hands, 

Queen Victoria st 

Danrets, Ex1za, Basingstoke, Southampton, Hotel Keeper. March 
25. Best and Scotney, Winchester 

Dovz, Harry, Stowmarket, Suffolk, Surgeon, March 11, Hayward 
and Sons, Stowmarket 

Exyorp, Tuomas, Swansea, Copper Merchant. March 3, Donogue, 

Evzrson, Mosxs, Monmoor Green, Wolverhampton, Beer Retailer. 
March 19, Walker and Son, Wolverhampton 








eo High st, Shoreditch, Butcher. March 1. Bridger 
Ha.sam, Joun, 8 Leicester. Aprill. Smith and Mam- 
matt, Ash’ Paya = 
ieee onatTHan Wuirs, Nottingham, Gent. June 24. Thorpe, 
ottingham 
Hoorsr, Hzerey, St David’s hill, Exeter. March 25. Tozer and 
r 


Geare, 
a og Witt, Norten, York, Gent. March 12. Jackson, 


Malton 

Jamzs, Rosert, Gosport, Southampton, Furniture Broker. March. 
31. Blane and Reed, Portsea 

Keeit, Exvizaseta Ann, Lewisham, Kent. March 14. Bristow,. 
John st, Adelphi 

Kznnxpy, Joun, Liverpool, Shipping Clerk. Aprill. Bartlett and 
Atkinson, Liverpool 

Kwyieut, SusAnnan Parry, Mortlake, Surrey. March 16. Anderson 
and Sons, Ironmonger lane 

Lacan, a, — Bank, Bristol, African Merchant. April 14. 

, Bristo 

Masoy, Wiit1am McGsoresr, Barrow in Furness, Iron Merchant. 
March 12. Taylor, Barrow in Furness 

Morzis, Lady Evizanzetn Martna, Ryde, Isle of Wight. March 31. 
Cookson and Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Newsovutp. Joun, Sheffield, Gent, April 16. Newbould and Gould, 


Sheffield 

Roegrs, Frances Exiza, Fowey, Cornwall. March 31. Pearse, 

8 4, oom G Hill Middlesborough, Shipowner. 
CRAFTON, MatrHew, Grove Hill, nr Middles hi Pe 
Aprill. Newby and Co, Stockton on Tees ab 

Sterxens, Bennet, Monhay, Wendron, Cornwall, Farmer. March 
25. Carlyon and Son, Truro 

Straus, Nicxotavs, Blackman st, Southwark, Watchmaker. Apr 
6. Greenop and Sons, St Peter’s alley, Cornhill 

Taytor, Rev. Witt1am Henry, Watertree, nr Liverpool. Apr 2. 
Cooper and Sons, Manchester 

WALKER, er pe Burton rd, Brixton. Apr2. Lidiard, Great James 
st, ‘ord row 

— Joun, Whitby, York, Gent. Apr 30. Gray and Pannett, 
Whit! 


'y 

Wuirgxovst, Jonny, Birmingham, Brass Founder. June 24. King, 
Birmingham 

Wittiuss, THomas, Staines, Auctioneer. March 10. Paine and 
Brettell, Chertsey 

Witson, Henry Warmovura Mritrcnett, Wandsworth Common, 
Gent. May1. Byrne and Lucas, Surrey st 

Witsoy, Witi1am, Sunny Brow, Distington, Cumberland, Gent. 
Apr 2. Mason, Duke st, Whitehaven 

[ Gazette, Feb. 18.] 








A SUGGESTION. 


WE are requested to publish the following letterand “ Sug— 
gestions for the Council of the Incorporated Law Society ”:— 
“February 15, 1881. 
“*E. W. Williamson, Esq., Incorporated Law Society, 
“ Chancery-lane, W.C. 

“Dear Sir,—On Friday last, the 11th inst., I happened 
to be in the hall of the Incorporated Law Society for a few 
minutes while waiting for the hearing of a cause, and I drew 
out the enclosed suggestions for the council which every one 
of the members then present in the hall signed with but one 
exception. I am not personally acquainted with any of them, 
and therefore I think this spontaneous signing is a strong 
indication of what the general feeling of the society would be- 
were it assembled in general meeting. 

‘* Not only is the present system of having to search every 
day to see how the causes stand extremely harassing, but om 
taxation we get no allowance whatever for the work, and 
when disallowed, as between party and » it is somewhat 
difficult to charge it against your own client. 

** That the suggestions made would work well I am con- 
fident, because I have already consulted some of the officers 
of the court upon the subject, and one of them was kind 
enough to take a post-card from me and to post it immedia 
he put the cause into the list. I need not say that this sa 
me an immense deal of trouble and bother. A telegram, 
however, would, of course, come more quickly and enable 
solicitors to repeat the telegram immediately to any witnesses 
in the country or other parties who had to attend the trials. 
It would be a saving of an immense deal of time to the pro- 
fession and to the public, and would increase the public 
revenue, and, besides that, the fact of it being a saving of 
time and trouble would be an ample justification for the 
taxing master being directed to allow the costs of telegrams. 
upon taxation.— Yours faithfully, 

“Epwunp Kirper.” 

The following are the suggestions for the council referred 
to in the above letter :— 

That they should request the judges to direct the 
officials who receive the records of actions and set them 
down to be heard to receive also forms of telegrams d uly 
atamped, addressed, and filled up, which may be sen; off 
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tothe parties. immediatel 
for hearing, so as to avoid the present harassing system 
both to counsel and solicitors of searching every day to-see 
how the cases stand., 

Epmunp KIMBER. 

L. Drew. 

Arraur T. HarpincHam. 

Epcar Boeve. 

Joun §. Carrer. 

C. H. Jackson. 

J. F. CHApene, 

Tuos. RANDALL. 

Georce CaREw. 


LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
FEB. 17.—ROYAL ASSENT. 

The Royal Assent was given by Commission to the follow- 
ing Bills:—The Consolidation Fund (No. 1), Burials Regis- 
tration (Removal of Doubts), Judicial Committee. 

FEB. 18.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Parvate Birts.—Stockton Bridge, Dagenham Dock. 

BILL IN COMMITTEE. 
Solicitors’ Remuneration (passed through Committee). 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME, 

Limitation of Actions, Settled Land, Conveyancing and 
Law of Property. 

FEB. 21.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 

Private Biit.—Crystal Palaee Company. 

BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 

Solicitors’ Remuneration. 

FEB, 22.—BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Brtt.—Stockton Bridge. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
FEB. 18.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 

Private Biru.—Rotherham and Bawtry Railway. 

FEB. 21.~BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Private Bris.—Bristol Port and Channel Dock and 
‘Warehouses, Crystal Palace and South-Eastern Junc- 
tion Railway, Great Eastern, East Norfolk, and Ely and 
Newmarket Railway) Companies, Ipswich Tramways, 
London, Chatham, and Dover Railway (City and Suburban 
Traffic Station), London, Chatham, and Dover Railway 
{Farther Powers), London, Chatham, and Dover Railway 
(Maidstone and Faversham Junction), Maidstone and Ash- 
ford Railway, Sevenoaks Gas, Swindon and Cheltenham Ex- 
tension Railway. 

BILL IN COMMITTEE. 

Sea Fisheries (Clam and Bait Beds). 

BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 

Bill to exempt Live Stock and Agricultural and other 
“Machinery not being the Property of the Tenant from Dis- 
tress for Rent (Sir H. Holland). 

FEB, 22.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Private Biris.—Leeds Tramways, North and South 
“Woolwich Subway, Rosebush and Fishguard Railway. 

FEB. 23.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 

Private Brit.—Ramsay and Somersbam Junction’ Rail- 
way. 











BIRTHS, papeangs == 4 AND DEATHS. 


MecIntize.—Dec. 21, at Blenheim, ‘New Zealand, the wife of 
Hartley McIntire, barrister-at-law, of a son. 

Purot.—Feb. 17, at 37, St. James-square, Notting-hill, W., 
the wife of Robert Philpot, barrister-at-law, prematurely 
of a daughter, still-born 

(Bzape.—Feb. ee at Westeroft, 68, Priory-road, West Hamp- 
stead, N.W., the wife of John ‘Henry Reade, barrister-at- 


law, of @ son. 
MARRIAGES. 
py i .—Feb, 17, Mesilda, demptae C. Robinson, 
~at-law, to Sarah M of the late Lt.- 
Col. Paton, of Grandhome, Aberdeenshire, 
Yeemnedlanenes— Fos 19, at East peg Parish Church, 
Walter Young, of 29, Mark-lane, on, and Farleigh 
Dene, Page-green, Tottenham, ae Beat solicitor, to Mildred, 
daughter of William Hartridge, 0 f Hast Farleigh H ouse, 
East Farleigh. 


-Corron.—Feb. 18, at 10 ieeamen te Cotton, of 
Lincoln’s-inu, dhabonpal Lachd idonGeianenaan 


mediately the. cases.come into the. paper | 


SALES, OF ENSUING WEEK. 


March 2.—Mesers. ey eRe ee & Morais vob, Ie 
‘S. ?p.m., ‘eee advertisementa, Feb. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Santrupts. 
Frrpay, Feb. 18, 1881. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must aorgees. their devin of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Bannister, George, Sen, Lawford Kentish town, Licensed Vic- 
tualler. Pet Feb 15. Hazlitt. Merch 4 at 11.30 
a Gilbert John, Strand. Pet Jan12. Brougham. March1 


Hex, John Thomas, Duke we Bloomsbury, Builder’s Clerk. Pet Feb 

2. Brougham. March 1 at 11 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Blockey, William Francis, New Thornton heath, Surrey. Pet Feb 
ll. Rowland. Croydon, March 4 at 2 

Hopkins, William P » ee -_ Retailer. Pet Feb 16. 
Riddiford. Gloucester, March 4 at 

Lloyd, Joseph, Lt gee ve aiken, Pet Feb 15. Cooper. 
Liverpool, March 1 at 1 

Rocke, George, Cambridge Butcher. Pet Feb15. Haden. Cam- 
bridge, March 3 at 1 

ee John Parker, “Hampton, Licensed Victualler. Pet Feb 17. 

ll. Kingston, March 3 at 3 


Tvrspay,. Feb. 22, 1881. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London. 


Cadosch, Paul, Brushfield st, Spitalfields, Merchant. Pet Feb 19. 
Brougham. March 11 at 
Mathews, Paul Edward, <i sq, St Mary Axe, Merchant. Pet 
Feb 17. Hazlitt. March 9 at 12 
Walden, Joseph Benjamin, Villas-on-the-Heath, Hampstead.. Pet 
Feb 18. Pepys. March 9 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 


Beale, James, York rd, Greengrocer. Pet Feb 15. Willoughby. 
Wandsworth, March li at 11 
Baker, Thomas, James Harris, and John Harris, beth md 
Monmouth, Colliery Proprietors. Pet Feb 17. Davis. ewport, 
March 8 at’11 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
TueEspDAY, Feb. 22, 1881. 
Bristowe, Robert, Percy Villa, Walham Green, Gent. Feb 19 
Hughes, Frederic, Greenwich, Kent, Vocalist. Feb 16 
Hurst, William, Hulme, Manchester, Salesman. Feb 16 
Ridsdale, George, Euston sq, Physician. Feb 18 
Rowe, Elizabeth Cudlip, Tavistock, Devon. Feb 16 
Stabbins, Moses, Worle, Somerset. Farmer. Feb 19 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, Feb, 18, 1881. 

Aldous, James Arthur, South Elmham Saint Margaret, Suffolk, out 
of business, Mar 3 at 1 at offices of Gaze, Bank st, Norwich 

Anthony, David, Llanelly, —— Draper. March 1 at 2.30 at 
31, Stepney st, Llanelly, Howell 

Ayre, Frederick, Bishop Nympton, Devon, Farmer. Feb 24 at 12 at 
offices of Foster and Easton, Cheapside, Taunton 

Bailey, Robert Edwin, Lower Easton, Gloucester, Beer Retailer. 
ad 26 at 12 at offices of Andrews, Nicholas st, Bristol. Ayre, 

ristol 

Baker, William, Doncaster, Auctioneer’s Clerk, March 4 at 11 at 
Magdalen Hotel, Market pl, Doncaster 

Baylis, Thomas Francis, Liverpool, Hairdresser. March 3 at 3 at 
offices of Bartlett, Dale st, Liverpool 

Blakey, Sam, Bradford, York, W: arp Sizer. March 3 at 10 at offices 
of } eill, Kirkgate, Bradfo rd 

Boyle, Patterson, Well ct, Cheapside, Umbrella Manufacturer. 
March 10 at 2 at offices of Smallman, Queen st, Chea 

Broadhurst, William Edwin, Worsle , Lancaster, Corn Miller, March 
3 da 3 at t offices of Slater and Co, rincess st, Manchester 

Broo! William, Manchester, Wire Worker. March 9 at 3 at offices 
Oe Adiileshaw and Warburton, Norfolk st, Manchester 

Brookes, Anthony, Wickham, Berks, Farmer. March 4 at1l at 
White Hart Hotel, Newbury. ‘Tanner, Speenhamland 

Brown, Thomas Abraham, aggerston rd, Kingsland, Boot Manu- 
—. Feb 28 at 12 at offices of Cooper, Fore st. Fulcher, 

rton rd 

Brown, Thomas Birchell, Live 1, Steward of a Vessel. Mar 6 at 
11 at offices of Lowe, Mount Pp t, Liverpool 

Budd, George, Clifton, Gloucester, Sur; ape. "Peb 28 at 12 at the 
Queen’ 8 Hotel, Clifton, Dangerfiel and Blythe, Craven st, 
Charing Cross 

Chapman, George, Congleton, Cheshire, Cenc Builder. Mar 2at3 
at mag of sof Froggatt Chestergate, Maccle 

Glastoe, Wi heater, Watch Dealer. “Mar 4.0633 o4.clflees 





of Bates and yp Market st, Manchester 
, and William Dugiass Wallace Marshall, Regent 


, Matthew, 
at, Tailors. Mar 4 at 3 at offices of Button and Co, Henrietta. st, 


Garden 
, Robert Brodie, Wootton-under-Edge, yermgse ~ Woollen 
Mar 2 at 12,30 at offices. of C 
Broad st, Bristol 


ifton and Carter, 
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es Feb 


Farmer, we 23. at,2.30 at the 
Belvoir st, Leicester 
ames, 
Mar 8 at 10.30 at. the Queen’s 
Luton 
Darlington, 
* March 7 at 11 at offices of Lisle, Nantwich 
Feb 
Dawson, John, Nether Alderley, Chester, Farmer. 
lesfield 
Hotel, Ironmonger lane. ur, Copthall buildin; 
pon of Ward, Albion chambers, Bristol 
and Co, Henrietta st, Covent garden 
Eastwell, Henry, South st, New teat. rd, Oil and 
March 2 at 4 at Lion Hotel, Worksop. Me lor, Sheffield 
Everitt, John Isaacson, Southend, Essex, Builder. March Sat 2 at 
Fear, Benjamin, Shonen. Manchester, Poultry Dealer. March 3 
Ford, Robert, Catherine ct, Seething lane, Provision Commission 
Forsdick, Benjamin, Wallington, Surrey, Livery-stable Keeper. 
March 3 at 3 at offices of Palmer, Swaffham 
Gliddon, Mary Rose, and Ada Jane Gliddon, Berners st, Oxford st, 
at 2atthe London Tavern, Fenchurch st. Greening, Fenchurch 
offices of Lodge and Rhodes, Park row, Leeds 
Green, James, Wootton Bassett, Wilts, Coal Merchant. March 10 at 
of Davies, Temple, Dale st, Livorpool 
Doctors’ commons 
Hanson, Cornelius, Doncaster, Earthenware Dealer. 
March 3 at 11 at Corn 
Hall, Swaffham 
Hearn, Thomas, Northampton, Provision Dealer. 
March 2 at 
11 at offices of Lawson, Villiers st, Sunderland 
How, a bg Giblet, Luton, Beds, Farmer. 
Huntley, Peter John, Redditch, Worcester, General Dealer. Feb 25 
of Nind, Arbour st East, Stepney 
March 11 at 10.30 at office of 
Jennings, (William, and Charles Nicholson Jennings, Bradford, 


Costin, » St 
Bell Inn, St Albans. Mary’s , 
of Wright, _ Feb 28 
Liberty, sbury, boty ong Be 
‘ Contes, Market 
ui 
‘Cutter, Allen, — Butcher. Feb 26 at 12 at offices of Essery, 
Grocers. 
Davies, John, Derymoilon, armarthen, Farmer, 
March 11 at 2 at 
offices of May, Churchside, 
uudings 
Dyer, George Jonah, Regent st, Watchmaker. March 11 at 12 at 
Eales, John, Irthlingborough, Northampton, Sehoalmaaten, March 
28 at 3 at offices of Coo , Lincoln’s inn fields 
Edwards, John, Erdington, Warwick, Farmer. March 4 at 11 at 
Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Gregory, 
at 3 at the House Hotel, New Market place, Manchester. 
Agent. March 15 at 3 at the Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ 
gto: 
March 8 at 2.at the Melbourne Hotel, Wallington. Ladbury 
‘Gask, George, Friskney, Lincoln, Farmer. Feb 28 at 12.30 at offices 
cnoacary of Dancing. Feb 28 at 2 at offices of Fisher, Finsbury 
st 
Maroh 3 at 3 at 
Gough, William Hodges, Penygaer, Carmarthen, Brick Manufac- 
3 at offices of Boodle, Albion bldgs, ‘New Swindon 
Griffith, Thomas Frederick, Great ussell st, Bloomsbury, News- 
Hampson, John, Dukinfield, Chester, Clogger. March 9 at 3 at office 
at offices of Mathews, Scot lane, Doncaster 
Harrison, John, Darlington, Fishmonger, March 9 at 11 at offices of 
offices of Andrew, Market sq, Northampton 
Houlson. James, St Pauls, Bristol. Baker. March 3 at 2 at Guild. 
Queen’s Hotel, Chapel st, Luton. Bailey, Luton 
at 3 at offices of Simmons, Evesham st, Redditch 
Jakins, Henry, Luton, Beds, Butcher. 
Worsted Spinners. March 3 at 3 at offices of Killick and Co, Com: 


‘ourt, George, , Leicester, 8: 
at 4 at offices of W: ’ 
at offices [4 
auutactring Confetone Bailey, 
Nicholas * Bristo 
nef and John Whitchurch, Salop, 
26 at 12 at offices of Williams, King st, Llandilo 
Donald, Alexander, Cornhill, Engineer. Feb 25 at 2 at Mullen’s 
yymo' 
, Ambrose, Cinderford, Gloucester, Grocer. March 3-at 2 at 
Covent garden Hotel, Southampton st, Covent garden. Button 
1 at 11 at offices of Andrew, Market sq, Northampto: 
Eddishaw, Charles, Dai oulds, nr Worksop, Nottingham, Grocer. 
offices of Burman, Cherry st, Riemeneham 
Cannon st 
Butterworth, Manchester 
avenue, Basinghall st. Kilvington, Walbrook 
Frary, William, and James Hooks, Gt Dunhan, Norfolk, Farmers. 
of Sills, West st, Boston 
Gdlasmith, iia Charles, Minories, Provision Merchant. March 3 
Goodyear, Joseph, Burmantofts, Leeds, Grocer. 
ae’ 
turer. March 1 at 11 at offices of Howell, Stepney st, Llanelly 
‘Greenlaw, Ellerton, Liverpool, Auctioneer. March 3 at 2 at offices 
paper Correspondent. Feb 28 at 3 at offices of Weall, Bell yard, 
of Garforth, Astley st, Dukinfield 
March 1 at 11 
Harrison, Edward, Sporle, Norfolk, Farmer. 
Barron, High row, Darlington 
March 2 at 3 at 
Hodgson, Arthur Beadle. Sunderland, out of business. 
hall chbrs, Broad st, Bristol. Pigeon 
March 5 at 11 at 
Tahietes James, High st, Poplar, Auctioneer. March 5 at ll at office 
Bailey, Union st, Luton 
mercial Bank bay 2 Bradford 


Kendall, Arthur, Goole, York, Commission Agent, Mar 1 at 2 at 
offices of Hind and Everatt, Goole 
Kent, Kate, Birmingham, Restaurant Proprietor. Mar 3 at 8 at 


offices of Rowlands and Co, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Knowles, George William, Dukinfield, Chester, Hatter, 

at offices of Kynder, Chapel hill, Dukinfield 
Langan, Thomas, Live: l, Poul try Dealer, 


of Green, Clayton sq, aye 
yeock, Thomas, otk Grocer, Feb 26 at 3 at Commer- 
cial Hotel, Tyrrell st, Braiitort 
Marshall, Charles, Wharfedale, york, Joiner, Mar 8 at 12 at offices 
a. Malcolm, Park row, 
Mason, Ste hen, Nounuhen. Cab Proprietor, Mar 4 at 3 at offices 
of ng ever chim chmbrs, Middle Deveney, Merger ines 


Mason, Thomam heeds Mar 5 at 11 at offices of Tennant 
and Barret, Albion Bt, Leeds 


Mathias, Evan, Pencaermine, Lilandewy Velfrey, 
Farmer, a at 3 at Rutzen Arms Hotel, Narberth, Gri 


Mar lat 3 
Mar 4 at 3 at offices 


Pembroke, 
iffiths, 





Dealer, Feb 28. at 11'30\| 





McEwen, Fase poi, Worcester, Iron Master. Mar 2at3 
Maioe Willises, Hope’ Wiss, Pormen Maer is oe tee ae 
Dragon Hotel, st, Chester, Bra ae 
at Bull's Head Hotel, New ot, W : 2 
at 


‘oss, Thomas, Torquay, 
Moon Hotel Exeter. Tele? 
Needham, Luke, B business. March I at 3 at offices 


of a Cherry ont 
Nevares, Ce’ Aap d Navares, as inted in ae 


erroneously 

Gazette of Feb 11), Lonsdale chambers, Chance: e, Tobacco- 

_ March 7 7 at 2 at offices of Nash and Field, S Gen st, Cheap- 
’s Assistant 


aoe Frederick Sutton, Rowley bm 4g Stafford, S 
Mareh 4 at 11 at offices of Wrig High st, C y Heath, near 
e: 
Parker, + a Turton, near Bolton, Lancaster, 
March 2 at 3 at t the Victoria, Hotel, Hotel st, Bolton. Dust, 


Manchester 
Peacock, Henry Walter, Walsall, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. 
March 2 at 2 at offices of Suckling and Edge, Temple row, Bir- 


mingham 

Passe. Samuel, Birmingham, Builder. March: 2 at 3 at offices of 
Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Phillips, William, Birmingham, Tailor, March 3 at 3 at offices of 
Duke, Temple row, Birmingham 

Pidcoek, Edwin; ay, tape Leicester, Grocer. March 4 at 2 at 
Assembly Rooms, Low pavement, Nottingham, Clifford, Lough- 
boroug 

Podmore, Joseph, Birkenhead, Chester, Licensed Victualler. March 2 

at 3 at offices of Bartlett, Dale st, Liverpool 

Dealer, March 3 at 11 at 25, Gandy 

gs 

Potter, Richard, Bloxham, Oxford, Farmer. March 2 at 2 at 

offices of Munton and Stockton, High st, Banbury 


Preston, Thomas, Stonehouse, Gioucester, Licensed Victualler. 
March 8 at 3 at the Swan Hote], Stroud. Boodle, Swindon 


Price, John, Rhymney, Monmouth, Grocer. March 7 at 2 atthe 
Queen’s Hotel, Newport. Shepard, Tredegar 
Reeves. Edward, Freeling st, Caledonian = Butcher. Feb 28 


at 2 at officesof Wenn, King Edward st, Newgate st 

Reynolds, Henry, Stoneycroft, nr Liver 1, Builder. March 4 
at 12 at offices of Fildes, North John st, iverpool 

Rhodes, Frederick, Knottingley, York, Poulterer. March lat 3 
at offices of Kaberry, Ropergate, Pontefract 

Richards, William, Swansea, Builder. March 3 at 11 at offices 
of Thomas, York pl, Swansea 

Rodger, Wesley Allan, Woolston, nr Southampton, Presbyt 
Minister. March 1 at 3 at offices of Stocken and Jupp, 8st 

Rooker, Charles Villiers Maxwell, St Helens, yg eed Tobacoo 
Dealer. March 7 at 3 at offices of Etty, Lord st, Liv 

Rump, Thomas Potter, Barham, Norfolk, Farmer. =i 3 at 
11.30 at offices of Chittock and Woods, Bank st Norwich 

Salter, John, Chippenham, Wilts, out of business. March 4.at 12.30 
at ‘Temperance Hotel, Chippenham 

Saul, Agnes and Susannah Martin, Blackburn, Outfitters. Mareh 
3 at 3 atthe Royal, Victoria st, Blackburn. Whalley, Blackburn 

Saunders, Thomas, Swansea, Licensed Victualler. March 4at3 at 
offices of Davies, Wind st, Swansea 

Selley, Walter, West Gorton, Manchester, Machinist. March 2 at3 
at offices of Eltoft, King st, Manchester 

Smith, Thomas, Derby, Joiner, March 7 at 3 at offices of Briggs, 
Amen alley, Derby 

Solomon, Walter, Southfleet, Kent, Farmer. March 7 at 2at New 
Falcon Hotel, West st, Gravesend. Knight, Southampton —, 

Smith, Robert, "Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, Smack Owner. March 4 
at 1 at 3, South Quay, Great Yarmouth, Worship and 

Snelli Frederick, Tonbridge, Kent, Baker. March 2 at 11 at 
Ange Hotel, Tonbridge. Palmer, Tonbridge 

Stone, ‘Amelia’ Maria, Brecknock crescent, Camden road, Spinster. 
Feb 25 at 12 at offices of Sampson, Marylebone rd 

Talbot, William Rawling, Brandon, Norfolk. Innkeeper. March 4 
at 1 at Ram Inn, Brandon 

Tanner, Edmund, Cheltenham, out of business. March 7 at 11 at 
Oxbody Inn, Northgate st, Gloucester. Heath, Cheltenham 

Taylor, Gear e Daniel, Westbury, Wilts, Brewer. Feb 28 at 3 at 
Royal Hotel, College green, Bristol. Abell, Gloucester 

Taylor, John, and Alfred Curtis, King’s Leen, Nested —— Builders. 
March 3 at 12 at offices of Maher, High st, 

Tee, Arthur Henry, Scunthorpe, Lincoln, J re ben nell Painter. 
March 1 at 2 at offices of Pearson and Burtonshaw, Crowle 

Tennison, Edward, Holderness, York, Farmer. March 3 at2 at 
offices of Fiokeritg, Parliament st, Kingston upon Hull. Watson 
and Son, Hull 

Tipple, George, Hindolvestone, Norfolk, Farmer. March 9 at 12,30 
at offices of Watson, Corn Hall, Fakenham 

Trenchard, Thomas, North Curry, Somerret, ape a Feb 28 at 11 
at offices of Trenchard and Co, Hammet st, Taunto: 

Tyrer, John, Sheffield, Wine and Spirit Merchant. March lat l2at 
offices of Mellor, Queen st, Sheffield 
Ush ne, Sega Leicester, Watchmaker. March 8 at 3 at offices of 

a ht, Gallowtree gate, Leicester 
Vine, John Henry, Aldersgate st, Builder. March 11 at 3 at offices 
of Brighten and Co, Hishopssite st Without 


ve — Warrington, Lancaster, Veterinary Su m. March 
at. Patten Arms Hotel, Warrington. Mason, Chester 
Ware, aoe Martock, Somerset, Veteri esi tarch 7 
at 11 at offices of Denman, Princes st, Yeovil. Perren and 
MoMillan, South hie - sg 
Warwicker, Alfred, Ware, Hertford, Butcher. Feb 26 at 4.30 at 
y, Gray’s inn 


Vine Inn, Market pl, Hertford. Godfre 
Watkins, G pp sacesnne. Groce. March 1 at 2 at Mitre Hotel, 


Hereford. 
Web) Thomas, ‘Nesing, Boe, Hay Carter, March 1at 12 at offices 


ks haan itl 


Kerala ees ee 
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Yates, Thomas Lancaster, Butcher. March 4 at 
inet Snnmndacny 8 i Tiveretome: Jackson, Ulverstone : 


Turspay, Feb, 22, 1881, 


Alen, William, Kingston-u 
ys ai a ti lane. Gardiner and Co, Johnst, 


Allie Sohn, nd Co, Gyney so Farmer. March 7 at 11 at offices 
of Leeman and Cyney st, York 
drews, George, G unness, Lincoln, Farmer. March 2 at 11 at 
AngeliInn, Brigg. Stephenson and Mountain, Gt Grimsby 

Atherton, Samuel, 8 vaterfoot, Forest of Rosendale, Lancaster, Inn- 
keeper. March 17 at 3 at Royal Hotel, Waterfoot. Knowles and 
Thompson, Newchurch 

Band, Edward,  -onmongad Draper. March 7 at 12 at offices of Wright, 
Belvoir st, Leiceste 

Barsby, William Warwick rd, Kensington, Coal Dealer, March 2 
ye at ane of Hanson, King street, Cheapside. Weatherfield, 

eapside 

‘ieelemen, Henry, Greenham, Berks, out of business, March 7 
at 11 at the White Hart Hotel, Newbury. meee New 

Bartlett, George, Isle of Wight, "Butcher. March 7 at 3 atoffices of 
Fardell, Cambrian House Offices, Market st, Ryde 

Bates, E dward, Halifax, York, Farmer. <a 9 at 11 at Old Cock 
Hotel, Halifax. Emmet and Wheeler, H 

Beal, John Foster, Hulme, Manchester, Cabinet Maker, eran 7 

at3 at the Crown Hotel, Booth st, Manchester. Nettleton, Man- 


chester 

Beck, William, Attleborough, Norfolk, Blacksmith. March 5 at 11.30 
at 4, St Peter’s st, Norwich. Brooke, Attleborough 

Bedford, James, Rye, Sussex, Boot Maker. March 2 at 12 at offices 

of t Piercy an and Co, Holborn Viaduct. Bntler, Rye 

Bicke Thomas, Church, Lancaster, Innkeeper. March 10 -¢ 3 
at Borough Arms, Market pl, Blackburn. Sharples, 

Birch, Thomas, Stockport, Chester, Candle Wick 
March 8 at 3.at offices of Beaumont, Booth st, Manchester 

Bishop. Charles, Brighton, Jeweller. March 7 at 12 at t offices of Ed. 
monds and Co, Do, Cheapelde. bay en Brighton 

Bienen, Sake Z Sale. Grocer. March 7 at 3 at officet of 
Lowrey, 8 wath paar Wells, Leeds 

Boocock, John, Northfield, Worcester, Insurance mh March 4 
at 3 atoffices of Johnson and 1 Waterloo 4 Bi 

Lee, Levi, Alfred Bower, and William Leach, Bradford, Commission 
Weavers. March 7 at il at offices of Hutchinson and Son, P icca- 
dilly chbrs, Bradford 

Braggins, Edwin, and John Watson, Dulwich, Builders, “March 7 
at 3 at offices of Andrews and Mason, Ironmonger lane, Cheapside 
Bartrum, Old Jewry chbrs: 

Brown, John, Briggate, Leeds, Tailor. March 4 at 2.30 at offices of 
Ford and Warren, Albion st, Leeds 

Collins, Henry, Birmingham, ‘Builder. March 7 at 11 at Acorn Inn, 
Temple st, Birmingham. Gould and Elcock, Stourbri 

Cory, John, ceed, Coal Dealer. March 7 at 11 at Offices of 
Hensman. St Giles st, Northampton 

Culhane, John Francis, Manchester st, Manchester sq, Commission 
Agent. March 8 at 3 at offices of Woolley, Guildhall chbrs, 
Basinghall st. Downing, Basinghall st 

Davies, Thomas, Llwyncelyn, Conwil Cayo, Carmarthen, Farmer. 
a et 6 at 12 at the Farmers’ Arms, Farmers, Edwardes, Lam- 


pete: 

eng Albert James, Brighton, Furnishing Ironmonger. “March 5at 
12 at 2, Gresham bldgs, Basinghall st. Maynard 

Dennis, Frederick John, Winchfield, Hants, Farmer. March 10jat 1 
at Masonic Hall, Church st, Basingstoke 

Dodd, William, Hexham, Northumberland, Builder, eens at 
offices of Stanford, Collingwood st, Newcastle-u 

Edwards, Mary, Cardiff, outof business. March 4 at sf at offices of 
Morgan, Albert chbrs, Cardiff 

Ellard, James Frederick, Northampton, Draper. March 8 at 3 at 
offices of Shoosmith, Newland, Northampton 

Evernden, William, Catsfield, ke Wheelwright, March 2 at 11 
at offices of Sheppard, Bat 

Fagan, James, Leeds, Boot ra: March 4 at3 at offices of Lodge 
and Rhodes, Park row, Leeds 

Gale, Edwin, Bridport, Dorset, Innkeeper. March 3 at 11 at Antelope 
Hotel, Dorchester. Loggin and Nantes 

Gaunt, "Joseph, Bradford, York, Grocer. March 3 at 11 at Offices of 
Richardson, ‘Cheapside, Bradford 

Goode, Samuel, Oldbury, Worcester, Engineer. March 7 at 12 at 
offices of Hartill, Birmingham st, Oldbury 

Greatorex, William, Leicester, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. March 
7 at 3 at offices of Wright, Belvoir st, Leicester 

Griffin, George Henry, High st, South’ Norwood, Dairyman. March 
4 at 12 at Metropolitan Hotel, South pl, Finsbury pavement, 
Hoyle, Throgmorton st 

Grejiosky, Lazarus, Liverpool, General Draper. March 9 at 3 at 
offices of illiam, Old Post Office pl, Liverpool 

Handshaw, James Thomas, Hanger ill, Ealing, Licensed Victualler. 
ads 18 at 2 at Feathers Inn, Ealing. Thomson and Ward, Bed- 

Harris, Abel, Salisbury, Wilts, Builder. March 3 at 2 at.offices of 
Hill and Slader, Crown chambers, Pag orc 

Harrison, Samuel Taylor, Edward Bethnel Green rd, General 
wd Keeper. March 10 at 3 at offices of Cooper, Lincoln’ s-inn 


_— James, Ince-in-Mackerfield, Lancaster, Pubtieat March 7 
at 3 at offices of Wood, Mia eoctge » King SSF Mh ay 


ee John, and Thomas Lancaster, 
oollen Manufacturers. oe Neer, Deion, See 
bf Rochdale. Jackson, Lower Gates, Rochdale fang! 
Heaton, seu, South —s: Lincoln, Farmer. Mast Sati at 
offices of Stephenson ountain, Bethlehem reat Grimsb: 
Tish, Greek st, Soho, ont of baslnes ares 3 
at 11 at 32, Dean st 


€ Hiding weion aa Dicky Pia ae, Builder. March 7 at Sat offices 
ay Fan ic Merchant, March 10.at3 at offices of 
and Go, Gt Marlborough 


-Thames, Corn Merchant. March 2 





old William 
ag iG March 7 at OO Raven Ge Ge 
ct, Olementis lane 
Horstmann, Fredertch Gustav Aguas, Dee Bath, Watch Maker. 
Maenen’ Zak at ofices of of Lor Union st, Bath :, 1 
nt chard, and John Pritc ares Builders. 
h 11 at 3 at offices of Harris Liverpool 


Hurd, John, Scarborough, York, Whitesmaith, March "2 at 12at office 
of Cornwall and Watts, Queen’ st, S 

Jackson. Loe a Lancaster, Coal Merchant. Newt 9 at 
8 at offices of m and Hockin, Mount st, Mancheste: 

Jager, Henry, <2 erst rd, Stoke Newington, brewer Clerk, 

arch 7 at.3 at offices of Ley and Brocklesby, Water lane, Great: 

Tower st 

James, John Hubert, Camden rd, Camden Town, Cheesemonger. 
March ; at 3 at offices of Widdecombe, jun, Union court, Old’ 


Broad st 
Jones, Arthur Cadbury, Bath, Picture Frame Maker. March7 at 12: 
at ~ oie Hall Tavern, Basinghall st. Bartrum and Bartlett, 


Bath 

Jones, Alfred Charles, Blackstock rd, Finsbu Ene Schoolmaster. 
March 3 at 3 at offices of Tindall, Essex st, 

Killick, Albert, Manningtree, Essex, Teubeeper. 1 ade 8 at 4 at. 
offices of Jones and Son‘ Se Townhall chbrs, Colchester 

King, Aurelius Swan, Heigham, nagbegg Carpenter. March 4 at. 
12 at offices of Atkinson, Post Office 

King, Richard, and John Jones Powell, East Retford, Nottingham,, 
Clothiers. March 7 at 12 at offices of Newton and Co, the Square, 
East Retford 

Kippax, Robert, Bradford, Tailor. March 3 at 3 at offices of Watson: 
and Dickons, Cheapside, Bradford 

= ht, William, jun, Willesley, Derby, Farmer. March 8 at 2 at. 

ces of Dewes and Musson, Market st, Ashby-de-la-Zouch 
ld, Frederick, Great Marlow, Bucks, out of business. March 

10 at 2 at Bear Hotel, Maidenhead. Rawson, Great Marlow 

Latham, John, and Thomas Latham, Wigan, Brickmakers. March: 
10 at 11 at offices of Johnson, King st, igan 

Laws, William, Earls Court rd, Kensington, China Dealer. March: 
3 at 3 at offices of Ogle, New Cavendish st, Portland pl 


Lewis, Henry, Coedygrick, nr Pontypool, Beerhouse Keeper. March 
8 at lato ces of Dauncey, Albion chbrs, Newport 
Littler, Henry, Westhoughton, Lancaster, Grocer. March 8 at 3 at 


offices of hittingham, Exchan ange st, Mawdsley st, Bolton 
Long, William, Henry, Beaufort bldgs, Strand, Private Hotel _— 
March 7 at 2 "at offices of Emmott, mdge row, Cannon st 
Lovegrove, Samuel Richard, Price’s st, Blackfriars rd, 
Sern: March 9 at 3 at offices of Norman, Great Sisibecoueks 


wiahitity William, Hythe, Kent, Coal Merchant. March 10 at 3 at: 
offices of Foreman and Co, Gresham st. Easton, Clifford’s inn 

Marsh, William, Pilkington, Lancaster, 4 ee veal Mrson, March 
8 at 3 at offices of Gardner, Cooper st, Mancheste 

Mertin, John George, Canton, Cardiff, Butcher. March 4 at 12 at. 
offices of Morgan and Scott, High st, Cardiff 

Martin, Thomas Henry, Birmingham, Stationer. March 7 at 11 at 
offices of Hodgson and Haigh, Waterloo st, Birmin 

Mellon, Alfred Hitchin, Southampton st, Covent m, Hotel Pre- 
prietor. March 14 at 12 at Mellon’s Covent merry Hotel, South- 

ampton st. Button and Co, Henrietta st, Co 

Midd eton, Samuel Travis, Manchester, Dyer. "Meek 3 at 3 at office- 
of Sampson, South King st, Manchester 

Morris, Jose — Mathew, Hanover st, Hanover sq, Showman. March 
3 at 3 at ons’ Hall "Tavern, Masons’ avenue. Fowler, Dowgate- 
hill 

Mortimore, George, Padmore st, Shepherd's Bush, Baker. March 9° 
at 2 at offices of Reed and Lovell, Guildhall chbrs, Basinghall st 

Naylor, Matthew East, Cranford lane, Harlington, howd peg 
March 18 at 2 at offices of Gardiner, Clement’s lane, Lombard 

Neilus, Christo: anes. Patrick, Birmingham, Painter. March 7 at 3 at 
offices of Fallows, Cherry st, et ee 

Newbold, James, Moira, Ashby-de la-Zouch, Farmer. March 7 at 1 
at offices of Dewes and Musson, Market ‘Ashby-de-la-Zouch 

Nield, Edward, Tunstall, Stafford, Grocer. March 
of Salt, Tunstall 

Onions, Joseph, Bilston, Stafford, Engineer. March 4 at 3 at offices 

of Rhodes, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Oppett Emil, Palmerston bldgs, Agent. March 5 at 10 at offices of" 
Lombard st 

Palmer, Jose hh, Didsbury, Lancaster, Boot and Shoe Maker. March 

11 at 12 at Clarence Hotel. Piccadilly, Manchester. Hargreaves,. 


Manchester 
Perry, John, Childrey, Berks, Cattle Dealer. March 8 at 12 at offices: 


of Jotcham, Wan 


Petremant, Alfred, Carter lane, Doctors’ commons, Skirt and Mantle- 


Manufacturer. March 7 at 3 at offices of Addleshaw and War- 
m, Norfolk st, Manchester 


burto’ 
Pettitt, Charles, Hackney rd, Baker. March 14 at 3 at Mullen’s: 


Hotel, Ironmonger lane. Wild and Co, Ironmonger lane 

Phillips, Philip, Cardiff, Tea Dealer. March 9 at 1 at Wellington: 
Hotel, Gloucester. Cousins, Cardiff 

Phythian, Henry, West Strand, Wine and Spirit Merchant, March 
7 at 2 at 145, Chea, e. Pearse, Finsbury chambers 

Polak, Joseph, and Michael Thomas Norwood, Birmingham, Furni- 
ture Dealers. March 4 at 3 at Guildhall Coffee Tavern. Gresham 
st. Dale and Ng ore Birmingham 

Poultney, Joseph, Net! 
offices of Fis er and Co, ‘Ashb; -de-la-Zouch 

Pratt, James Lawrence, Dro en, Lancaster, Licensed SS omomel 


March 9 at 3 at Mitre Hote » Cathedral yd, Manchester, Hampson,. 


Ashton-under-L, 
lverston, Lancaster, Dae. March 7 at 11 at 


Tem Halli, Ulverston. Pearson, Ulverston 
Whomas. Sculeoates, Kingston-upon-Hull, Tinner. March 7 
* 3 at pen ene “ad , Maen, Cogan chmbrs, Bowlalley lane, 


Reynolis ae, Whhaae Ge George, Birmingham, General Chandler. March. 
at 3 at offices of Jaques, Temple row, Birmingham ~ 


3 at 2,30 at offices: 


herseal, Leicester, Farmer. March 11 at 11 at. 





omens ae 













$/ 








Vaniila Chocolate, and be taken when 
hibited sprees : 


Feb. 26, 1881. 


‘THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


327 








Mantle Man 


ick H Shoredii ufacturer, 
ofc setae, West st, Fins. 


Richards, Frederi 
March 7 at 2 at offices of Goldberg and 


‘ames, 
9 at 2 at offices of Kennedy, Warwick ct, Gray’s inn 

Robinson, J: Walton-on-the-Hill, Lancaster, Grocer. March 8 
td at Finn Gibson and ©o, South John st, Liverpool. Tom- 

» Liv 

Robinson, sae, Warkworth, Northumberland, Brewer, March 10 

~ at 11 at offices of Tate and rere St Michael’s lane, Alnwick 

Ruffle, William Fitch, Portsmouth, Commission Agent. March 7 at 
3 at offices of Blake, Ordnance row Portsea 

Savery, Alfred, Taunton, Somerset, Ironfounder. March 4 at 11 at 
offices of Kite, East st, Taunton 

Savill, Charles, jun, High st, Camden Town, Cheesemonger. March 
8 at 2 at offices of Kennedy, Warwick ct, Gray’s inn 


Sawyer, Henry, Tunstall, Suffolk, Blacksmith. March 11 at 2 at 
offices of Pollard, St Lawrence st, Ipswich 
Scott. Nathaniel Latham, Hoxne, Suffolk. Farmer. March 14 at 2 


at White Lion Hotel, Eye. Gudgeon, Stowmarket 

Shaw, Thomas, and not Straw, as erroneously printed in Gazette of 
15th inst., Hanley, Staffcrd, Tripe Dresser. Macrh 12 at 11 at 
offices of Stevenson, apie, Hanley 

Sheard, Edwin, Batley, York, Oil Merchant. March 7 at 2.30 at the 
George Hotel, Wellington st, Batley. Law, Batley 

Smith, John, Moton nr Gainsborough, Lincoln, Innkeeper. March 
3 at 11 at offices of Bladon, Gainsborough 

Smith, Joseph, Braceborough, Lincoln, Farmer. March 4 at 10 at 
offices of Law, St. Mary’s pl, Stamford 

Smith, William Henry, B: ord, York, Stay Maker. March 5 at 11 
at offices of Wright, Darley st, Bradford 

Spurgin, William Job, St. Martin’s court, St. Martin’s lane, Licensed 

ictualler. March 8 at 3 at offices of Norman, Great Marlbor- 

ough st, Regent st 
tead, Levi, Batley, York, Baker. March 7 at 2 at offices of Wooler 
and Wooler, Exchange buildings, Batle 

Stratford, Francis eng Gloucester, Publican. March 3 at 11 at 
offices of Henderson, Berkeley st, Gloucester . 

Sudbury, Samuel, Ormskirk, Lancaster, of no occupation. March 
8 at 3 at offices of Parr and Sadler, Railway rd, Ormskirk 

Sutherland, Eric, Berkeley sq, Farmer. March 10 at 2 at Lombard 
House, George yd, Lombard st. Vallance and Vallance, Essex st 

Swann, William, Scarborough, York, Saddler. March 2 at 3 at 
offices of Appleyard, Newborough st, Scarborough 

Taylor, Alfred, Stoke Ferry, Norfolk, Farmer. March 9 at 12 at 
offices of Copeman, Downham Market 

Taylor, George Henry, Horbling, Lincoln, Farmer. March 2 at 10 
at Nag’s Head Inn, Bourn. Law 

Thomas, Abraham Dolamore, Fortis Green, Hornsey, Carman. 
March 9 at 3 at offices of Chamberlain, Basinghall st 

Tucker, John Francis, Southend, Essex, Plumber. March 9 at 2 at 
Railway Tavern, Southend. Wood and Son, Rochford 

Turner, James, Horton, Bradford, Cabinet Maker. March 8 at 11 at 
offices of Moore, Albion chambers, Hustlergate, Bradford 

Urry, William, Aston, Warwick, Builder. March 3 at 2 at offices of 
Simmons, Bennett’s Hill, Birmingham 

Wallbanks, Henry, Burslem, Stafford, Beerseller. March 7 at 3 at 
offices of Alcock, Market st, Tunstall 

Watson, Edward Albert, Reading, Painter. March 5 at 10 at 24, 
Friar st, Reading. Newman 

Way, James Joseph, Bristol, Cork Cutter. March 2 at 2 at offices 
of Benson and Carpenter, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Wells, Jane, Leominster, Hereford, Proprietor of a Ladies’ School. 
March 8 at 3 at Moore, Corn sq, Leominster 

Weston, William Edward, Leicester, Cabinet Maker. March 8 at 3 
at offices of Wright, Belvoir st, Leicester 

Whiting, John, Brookshot rd, Brentford, Carman, March 4 at 3 at 
offices of Lay, Townhall, Brentford 

Williams, Edward Richard Johns, Sheerness, Kent, Navigating 
Lieutenant, R.N. |March 7 at 1 at Law Institution, Chancery lane. 
Copland, Sheerness 

Wilson, George, West Hartlepool, Journeyman Butcher, March 5 at 
3 at Brunswick Hotel, West Hartlepool 

Winn, John, Horseferry rd, Westminster, Contractor. March 9 
at 3 at offices of Taylor and Jaquet, South st, Finsbury s 


Winter, John Hampton, Middleham, York, Trainer of Race 
cae, March 4 at 10 at the Railway Hotel, Northallerton. 
aiste 


Young, James, and Edwin Tarrant, Walthamstow, Essex, out of 
business. March 8 at 2 at offices of Hawkins, New Broad st 





ge Be. pwards ngs aes es . 
wu ts) tt years, who has capital. Beem: 
accustomed prin Chancery and eyancing.—Address,.. 
8. a nae ct Davies & Co, Advertising iooe Faden Corn- 


AW.— Wanted, Situation by Advertiser (un- 
admitted). Competent to manage Common Law and Bank- 
ruptcy without supervision, ipa) my with slight supervision... 
Twenty-five years’ experience.—Address, C., care of Mr. Benson, 
Law Stationer, 13, Postern-gate, Hull. 


A S SECRETARY to a SOLICITOR.—The Ad- 
vertiser, son of a Solicitor, 27 years of age, a good Accountant. 
and Correspondent, and possessing the faculty of order, offers his 
services in above capacity.—Address, B. Z., 29, Mark-lane, B.C. 
UNIOR CLERK.—A well-educated Youth (18), 
wants a situation as above in a Solicitor’s Office. Can be well!’ 
recommended for steadiness and industry.—Apply, by letter, to- 
H. A, Te care of Messrs. Tucker & Lake, 4, Serle-street, Lincoln’s- 
inn, London. 


A SOLICITOR (B.A., London), of many years’ 

standing, who passed his examination with honours, and has- 
had some experience in preparing candidates for legal and other - 
examinations, is willing to read privately with Gentlemen desirous - 
of passing the Preliminary, Intermediate, or Final Examinations. 
Terms moderate.—Address, B.A., H. Horne, Law Stationer, War- 
wick-court, Holborn, W.C. 


BATEMAN NAPIER, LL.B., London, Clif- 

e ford’s-inn, then First Prizeman, Winner of the Incorporated 
Law — only (the Scott) Scholarship for the year 1876, Con- 
veyancing Gold Medallist, and First Class Law Honours, London, . 
repares Students, both privately and in class, for the Preliminary, 
;ntermediate, and Final. Students are also carefully pre 
through the post. Fifty-three out of sixty of the pupils last sent 
up have been successful, Classes are now reading for the April 
Examinaticns, and will commence for the June on Tuesday, March 
8.—For terms, &c., apply, No. 1, Mitre-court-buildings, King’s.. 
Bench-walk, Temple, E.C. 

OYAL INSURANCE COMPANY. 
FIRE—LIFE—ANNUITIES. 
ACCUMULATED FUNDS IN HAND 
OVER £4,000,000. 

Agents wanted on liberal terms of commission. 
Apply to J. Hamer Owens, Manager, Law Courts Branch 
33, Chancery-lane. 


PROVIDENT LIFE OFFICE 


Founpvep 1806, 


























50, REGENT STREET, and 14, CORNHILL, LONDON. 
Existing Assurances exc eo ee ee «+ £6,500,000 
Invested Funds .. ee ee oe ee ee 2,124,711 
Annual Income .. ee ee ee ee ee 279,852 
Claims Paid exceed ee ee ee ee e+ 6,500,000 
Bonuses Declared.. ee ee ee eo ee 2,342,000 


During the past year (1880) each main item has shown improve- 
ment upon the preceding year. 
1879. - 1880. 
£15,172 £18,845 
273,684 279,852 
ee 2,077,215 2,124,711 
CHARLES STEVENS, Secretary. 
UN FIBRE OF Fi se 


THREADNEEDLE Street, E.C. Carine Cross, 8.W. 
Ox¥orD Strext (Corner of Vere-street), W. 
EsTaBLIsHED 1710. 
Home and Foreign Insurances Effected. 
Sum insured in 1879, £262,492,461. 
FRANCIS B. RELTON, Secretary.._ 


New Premiums 
Income .. ee ee 
Invested Funds.. ee 


ee ee oe 
ee oe 








SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 


Guarantesd Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
veverage fcr Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Irvalids aad Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medica 1Press, 

Boing without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED Bh WEAKENED with starch, &c., and In REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break- 
fast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTina A LA VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
ocolate is pro- 


In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and Grocers, 


Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 





EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS in 
LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY or other Securities and 
Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans or Annuities thereon granted,. 
by the EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMI- 
TED), 10, Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Established 1835. 
Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be capitalized. 
F. 8. CLAYTON, } Join: 
Cc. H, CLAYTON, 


EDE AND 50N 


ROBE So MAKERS 
ENT, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole f hs Judicial Bench- 
Cerporation of London, &c. 

SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS, 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSBL’S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITY CLERGY GOWNS, 

ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Se 
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OR, F BIRKENHEAD. { 
ee Byte, CLERK'S FFICEH. sae an efficient 
seg meg eso 


rar ne Hag who can attend 
has a knowledge of Municipal and General Law. Salary, £1 


sannum. Also, a Shorthand and Writing Clerk. Balazy, £90 per 


annum, 
accompanied by testimonials, to be, sent in, stating 


aa een ot toek before the Ist of 
gipecenas 4 applicants, on or before 0! 
"ALFRED 


next. 
ILL, Town Clerk, Birkenhead. 
Town Hall, 10th February, 1881. 





Periodical Sale of Reversions, Policies, &c., at the Mart, on Thurs- 
day next. 


ESSRS. MARSH, MILNER, & CO: will SELL 
by AUCTION, at the MART, E.C., on THURSDAY next, 
MARCH 3, at TWO o’clock precisely, the following interests :— 

1, The ABSOLUTE REVERSION to ONE-FOURTH SHARE 
of the following :—£6,700 on mortgage of freehold and leasehold 
property at Liverpool; £320 cash in Bank; £8,000 value of unsold 
portions of the Arnside Estate, Westmoreland ; £270 Furness. Rail- 
way Five and Six per Cent. Preference Stock ; £180 Furness Rail- 
‘way Four-and.a-half per Cent. Preference £10 shares ; £450 value of 
furniture—less certain legacies, receivable on decease of a lady now 
in her 54th year.—Solicitor, F. W. Watson, Esq., Kendal. 

2. The LIFE INTEREST of a gentleman, aged 69, in a freehold 

, 167, East. India Dock-road, Poplar, let at £36 per annum, but 
worth £40; and £3,000 New Three per Cent. Annuities, invested in 
the names of two trustees, and together producing £126 per annum ; 
also a policy for £100 in the Law Union Assurance, 126, Chancery- 
lane.—Solicitor, John Bryan, Esq., Gloucester. 

3. The REVERSIONARY INTEREST in FREEHOLD PROP- 
ERTY, situate at orthy, near Holsworthy, Devon, in the 


Pyw 
—— of the tenant for life, and let at a gross annual rental of 


£350 per annum, receivable on decease of a lady now in her 54th 
Se a gentleman aged 30 survives her.—Solicitors, Messrs. 
t & Gane, 544, Bishopsgate-street Within. 

4. The ABSOLUTE REVERSION to a FOURTH PART ofa SUM 
of £2,000, standing in the names of two trustees and invested upon a 
Debenture Bond of the Metropolitan Railway, receivable on 
decease of a lady now in her 79th year:—Solicitor, T. Bradley, Esq., 
75, Mark-lane. 

5. A POLICY of ASSURANCE for £1,000, effected in 1858 in the 
British Equitable Assurance Company, 4, Queen-street- place, E.C., 
on the life of a gentleman now in his 61st year. Original annual 
premium £31 14s. 8d., reduced by bonuses to £23 5s. 2d.—Solicitors, 
Messrs. Stibbard, Gibson, & Co., 21, Leadenhall-street, E.C. 

6. A valuable POLICY for £1,000, effected in 1856 in the Scottish 
Provincial Assurance Company, London and Aberdeen, on the life 
of a gentleman now in his 64th year. Annual premium £31 5s., to- 
gether with bonuses accrued amounting to £355 18s, 11d.—Solicitor, 
“G. C. Sherrard, Esq., 11, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 

Particulars at 54, Cannon-street. 





Auctions, Season 1881. 


ESSRS. HARVEY, DAVIDS, & MORRIS, 
beg to announce that they hav2 arranged for their SALES 
by AUCTION to take place at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, Bank, 
E.C., on the following dates throughout the ensuing year, com- 
mencing at TWO o’clock precisely each day :— 
Date. Floor. Room. 
Wednesday, March2 .. a Ground C. 
Wednesday, March 16 .. ee Ground B. 
Wednesday, March 30 .. oe Ground B. 
Wednesday, April20 .. *e Ground 
Wednesday, April27_.. ee First 
Wednesday, May 11 oo oe First 
Wednesday, May 25 oe ee Ground 
Wednesday, June 8 os oo First 
Wednesday, June22  .. we First 
Wednesday, July 6 eo ar First 
Wednesday, July 20 on os First 
Wednesday, August 3 .. ‘ Ground 
Wednesday, August 10 .. First 
Wednesday, October 26. First 
Wednesday, November 23 Ground ob 
Wednesday, December 7 First os 
These sales will include landed estates, town and country houses 
ground-rents, reversions, and shares. » solicitors, an 
trustees desirous of including properties, are respectfully requested 
to give instructions as early as possible, as it is of the utmost im- 
portance that sufficient time should be alowed to bring the sales 
prominently before the asa —Auction and Survey Offices, 117, 
ishopsgate-street E.C 


bis 
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ESSRS. HARMAN & MATTHEWS’ HOUSE 

name i LIST for February is now ready, and may be 

had gratis ~ f post, or on application at 35, Walbrook, E.C. Desirable 
aropietion every class wanted for numerous buyers, 


EVERSIONS, ANNOUIT IES, &c., SOLD by 
Auction or Private Treaty, or Mortgages arranged, Ex- 
if not sold £2 12s. 6d., inc uding printing and advertising.— 

. ALFRED Brat, 82, Queen-street, annie, EL. 


ae SALE, to pay 7 per Cont., House Property in 
PP 


the West End. All well let and in SS saga —Apply to 
Rogers, Esq., 43, Guildford-street, Russe 











(OR SALE.—A Conveyancing and General Prac- 
tice in large Town on the East Coast of Yorkshire, ca ay og 

of great de s only ra apply.— 

* Solicitors’ Journal ” Office, 52, Carey-street, W. 








NEW, LAW. BOOKS JUST PUBLISHED. BY 
WATERLOW BROTHERS & LAYTON. 


28, 24, awp 25, BIRCHIN LANE, LONDON, EC; 
Just issued, price 12s, 6d. net. 


Bx KRUPTOY LAW and oa: being a 
Treatise on the Law and Practice of Bankruptcy, up-to the 
present date; with the Act of 1869; Orders, Rules, orms, &e.; 
with an Introduction and Copious Notes on. the Law, as 
by the Leading Cases and Decisions. 
By Hy. WYATT HART, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Now ready, price 3s. 6d, net. 


JHE LAW of the EMPLOYER’S LIABILITY 
for NEGLIGENCE of SERVANTS, with the Act of 1880, and 
a thereunder, with Notes and a Sketch of the History of 
e 
Form ror Contracting Out or THE Act, 
By ig BEVEN, Barrister-at-Law, 
Edition, price 5s. net 
HE BILLS of r SALE AOT, 1878, with an Epitome 
of the Law as affected by the ‘Act, and Recent Decisions and 
Cases, together with the Statutes, Rules, and Forms relating to 


Interpleader. 
By HERBERT REED, Barrister-at-Law. 
LONDON: WATERLOW BROS. & LAYTON, 
23, 24, and 25, Birchin-lane, and 30, Lime-street, E.C. 





Just Published. Price 7s. 6d. Part VIII. Vol. I, 


THE STATUTES of PRACTICAL UTILITY in 

the Civil and Criminal Administration of Justice passed 43 & 
44 Victoria (1880), Alphabetically Arranged, with Notes thereon, and 
a ows Index. Ky HORATIO LLOYD, Esq., Judge of County 
Courts. General Index to all the numbers of Vol. II. of 
LLOYD s* STATUTES is given with this Part, to enable sub- 
scribers to bind them into One Volume, in continuation of the Four 
Volumes of CHITTY’S STATUTES by WELSBY and BEAVAN, 
London: Henry Sweet, 3, Chancery-lane; Stevens & Sows, 119, 

Chancery-lane, Law Publishers. 


Just Published. Royal 8vo, Price 38s., cloth. 


OODFALL’S LAW of LANDLORD and TEN- 
ANT; witha full Collection of Precedents, and Forms of 

Procedure ; containing also an Abstract of Leading Propositions, 
and Tables of certain Customs of the Country. The Twelfth Edi- 
tion, in which the Precedents of Leases have been Revised and - 
larged with the assistance of L. G. G. ROBBINS, Esq., by J. M 
LELY, Esq., of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at- Law ; inditor 
4 Chitty’s Statutes of Practical Utility’ and “ H n Rail. 
ways,” and Joint Editor of the “‘ Licensing Acts” and “te Me Judi- 
cature Acts.” 
London: Henry Sweet, 3, Chancery-lane; Witt1am Maxwei & 

Son, 29, Fleet-street ; Stevens & Sons, 119, Chancery-lane, 

Law Publishers. 











Just Published. Demy 8vo. Price 18s., cloth, 


[HE COMMON AND STATUTE LAW RE- 
LATING TO HIGHWAYS IN ENGLAND AND NORTH 
WALES ; with an Appendix of Statutes. By R. H. SPEARMAN, 
Esq., of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 
London: Henry Swezer, 3, Chancery-lane, Law Publisher, 





Second Edition. One Shilling, or 13 stamps by post. 


KIN DISEASES TREATED HOMCOPATHI- 
4 CALLY.—By WASHINGTON EPPS, L.R.C.P. One hundred 
cases, including forty distinct varieties of skin diseases. 
London: Jamzgs Epps & Co., 48, Threadneedle-street, and 170, 
Piceadilly. 





Fourth Edition (further revised and enlarged), price 5s,, net. 
HH” TS on ADVOCAOY, including Examples of 
ross-examin- 


Sixteen Types of Witnesses, and the mode of C 
ing them. By T CHARD HARRIS, Barrister-at-Law, of the 
Middle Temple and Midland Circuit. 
Ten: WATERLOW Bucs. & Larson, 24, Birchin-lane. 
Py Just published, poss 8v0, price 38. e 
HE LIABILILY of EMPLOYERS, with the Act 
of 1880, and Rules Woe By W. HOWLAND ROBERTS 
and GEORGE H. WALLACE, E sqs., Barristers-at-Law 
“ All the necessary materials seem to be st plied and the com- 
mentary shows a good grasp of the subject.”—Law J 
Rarvas. & t Tuewxe, 100, Chancery-lane, London, W.' 0. 


PRELIMINARY, INTERMEDIATE, FINAL (Pass and Honours) 
LAW EXAMINATION, 


R, ALBERT GIBSON’S Classes and Postal 
Preparation for these Examinations continue throughou! 
the year, except during one month in summer. Two Resident! Hecdental 
Pupils received. Terms on application to 35, Southampton-build- 
ings, Chancery-jane, or to St. Mary Cray, Chislehurst. 
(N.B.—At the Michaelmas Examination, 1880, out of 26 pupile 
sent up pt the Prost 22 assed, 0 out of 17 sent ent wp for t for the Inter- 


Ce tke ee 


mn Honors j he f 
ti nope Gone J ny Second and Third Class’ Honours. A last 
‘une our and in last November three pupils scoured Honours.) 














